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Red carpet for Nyrere... 


Visitors to the centre of London last 
month might have been forgiven for thinking 
that some state visit of major importance 
was taking place. All the pomp and panoply 
of such an occasion were present. Royalty 
out in welcome; flags everywhere; military 
bands and guards on display; all were con- 
spicuous. | 

What tried and trusted friend of Britain, 
the representative of what major power, had 
come to our capital? Why, none other than 
Julius Nyrere, President of Tanzania — which, 
in case you have never heard of the place, is 
an amalgam of Zanzibar and the former 
British Protectorate of Tanganyika. 

Protectorate indeed it still may be, for 
every year its chaotic economy is kept alive 
by massive dollops of British aid running into 
many millions. 

President Nyrere is a self-confessed 
Marxist who has been prominent among 
those African leaders who have spent the 
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RED CARPET FOR AFRICAN UPSTART 


Nyrere inspects Guards 


last few years attacking Britain in the councils 
of the world — particularly for her reluctance 
to use armed force against her kith and kin 
in Rhodesia. 

Strange qualifications, perhaps, for the 
red carpet treatment on such a scale? Well 
yes, according to all normal standards. Nor- 
mal standards, however, are something which 
we should by now have learned not to ex- 
pect from a Labour Government, and so we 
should not be surprised. 
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...But cold farewell 
to Franco 


Spain, unlike Tanzania, is not marxist 
— nor is it broke; it is today a thriving, well 
ordered European power of at least the 
middle rank; historically it has been one of 
the leading powers in the world. It does not 
interfere in British affairs, nor is it a recipient 
of British charity. We have every reason to 
be grateful to it for the fact that the Iberian 
peninsular is not now a Soviet advance post 
in Western Europe. 

Yet somehow the diplomatic courtesies 
which Labour extends to Tanzania in more 
than generous measure are not considered to 
be due to Spain. When the architect of the 
latter country’s modern prosperity and order 
dies after a long life of dedicated service to 
his people, yowls of ‘good riddance’ spew 
forth from Labour benches in the Commons, 
together with demands that Britain should 
not be represented by any senior dignitary 
at his funeral. As it turned out, we were 
represented but inadequately. The Govern- 
ment failed to issue any message of regret to 
Spain. 

One wonders how the world-famed 
socialist conscience manages to arrive at such 
contrasting attitudes when it is considered 
what Franco managed to achieve in terms of 
the improvement of the lot of the ordinary 
people in his country — compared with what 
Nyrere has achieved for the ordinary people 
of Tanzania, who continue to live just a 


~ couple of digits above the starvation line — 


if they are among the lucky ones. 


With Franco now gone, the British 
press has been engaging in a positive frenzy 
of speculation as to the likely political 
development of Spain hereon. Will the same 
type of ‘hard line’ authoritarian system con- 
tinue as before or will there be a movement 
towards a liberal democracy, with political 
parties legalised, press censorship lifted, and 
so on? Will Spain qualify to be welcomed 
into the European comity of nations (what- 
ever benefits that may bring to her)? Will an 
amnesty be granted to political prisoners of 
the regime? 

Whatever the answers to these ques- 
tions, there is no doubt in the questioners’ 
minds as to the way Spain should go if she is 
to be considered a decent, righteous, civilised, 
enlightened, forward-looking nation: she 
must set out on the path to liberalism with- 
out delay and adopt institutions moulded as 
nearly as possible on the contemporary 
British model — if she is going to stand a 
chance of ridding herself of the stigma of 
sinfulness that has been slapped upon her for 
so long. 

To judge from our politicians and 
media, this is a moral imperative with which 
all the British people are — or ought to be — 
passionately concerned. It is a veritable 
crusade through which we might indeed find 
once again the world role which we have 
been missing for some time. 

Perhaps if we stretch our imagination 
sufficiently we may be able to visualise 
millions of British working folk as they stand 
at their benches earnestly discussing the 
prospects of democracy in Spain; British 
housewives as they come home from bingo 
and their husbands as they return from foot- 
ball excitedly switching on the radio to see 
if the news bulletins feature any fresh reports 
on the Spanish political situation; British 
electors militantly confronting their can- 
didates with demands that they commit 
themselves to working for the continuing 
liberalisation of Spanish institutions. A ven- 
ture into the satirical? Not really, if one is 
to take seriously what our papers say. 

Maybe, though, there will still be a lot 
of people in this country backward enough 
in their thinking to suggest that it is Spain’s 
business to decide her political fate and that 
whether she operates as a dictatorship or a 
democracy is not of the remotest concern 
to the British people, who are much more 
preoccupied with how their own country is 
being governed and how their own living 
standards are faring. 

Of course, should such an attitude 
prove to be general we will have lost any 
claim to the moral leadership of mankind. 


A bas le difference! 


If there is a crime in this country 
almost as heinous as racism, it is sexism — or 
so it appears from the intentions of the Sex 
Discrimination Bill, approved on both sides 
of the House of Commons and due to 
become law on the 29th of this month. 


Sexism, according to a definition in 
the Sunday Telegraph of November 23rd, 
means making an unfair or unjustifiable 
distinction between two or more people 
merely because of their gender. Once it 
becomes a legal offence, the mind boggles at 
the thought of how many people in the 
country are liable to become charged as 
offenders. 

Much of the data on which the Sex 
Discrimination Bill has been based was com- 
piled two years ago by a team of Her 
Majesty’s inspectors studying our education 
system in so far as it helped to shape 
traditional attitudes on sex differences. Mem- 
bers of the team were appalled at what they 
found. For instance, many reading primers 
showed pictures of little girls helping their 
mothers with the washing up. This, ap- 
parently, was taken as an indication of male 
chauvinist propaganda aimed at the very 
young, and something therefore to be 
eradicated! 

To supervise the working of the Act, 
an ‘Equal Opportunities Commission’ is 
being set up in Manchester with a staff of 
400 and an annual budget of £2,250,000 — 
paid for of course by the taxpayer. When we 
heard about this for the first time we had to 
look again at the report to make sure we 
were not reading something out of the Daily 
Telegraph Peter Simple column, announcing 
perhaps the opening of the anti-sexists’ 
answer to Ethnic House, the well known 
headquarters of the race relations industry. 
But no — the report was real. 

The provisions of the Sex bill are too 
numerous to list here, but as one example of 
what it covers it is apparently now going to 
be illegal for an employer to advertise a 
vacancy for a man — even to carry sacks of 
coal. Much of the legislation is in similar vein. 

The fact that reality is so fast over- 
taking satire is one of the most frightening 
features of our times, and nothing is more 
frightening than that this latest piece of 
apparent satire was widely approved by the 
Conservative as well as the Labour side of 
the House. 


Hushed up atrocity 


Those ‘liberal-minded’ who howl about 
the brutality of forced repatriation of 
coloured immigrants ought to have watched 
a TV programme on BBC 2 on November 
22nd which would really have given them 
something to howl about. 

The programme was about a case of 
forced repatriation which occurred 30 years 
ago: the forced repatriation of millions of 
Russians,, including civilians, women and 
children, who had sided with the Germans 
in the last war in opposition to Stalin’s 
regime. 

Many of these people were eligible for 
political asylum but they were herded to- 
gether into a camp — a concentration camp 
— in Austria under British Army guard and 
then one day forcibly put into lorries and 


transported eastwards to be delivered into 
Soviet hands. It is virtually certain that all of 
them were liquidated, and that this was 
known by the British authorities who were 
responsible for handing them over. 

The arrangement was the result of a 
deal with Stalin made at top level but 
deliberately hushed up by censorship of all 
news on the matter — because at the time 
Stalin and Co. were among the ‘goodies’, 
fighting with us against Nazi Germany. 

We all heard of course of the millions 
of Jews that were reputed to have been 
exterminated in Hitler’s concentration camps, 
but nothing at all about these millions of 
Russians who were placed in a British con- 
centration camp and then consigned to ex- 
termination — for the sole crime of fighting 
against Bolshevism. 

In the war we were given the news that 
they wanted us to hear but denied the news 
they did not want us to hear — until three 
decades later in fact, when it was con- 
sidered no longer dangerous to let us know. 

A war fought for freedom, democracy, 
human rights, etc., etc., etc. — so we were 
given to understand at the time. 


Alf fails to please 


How’s this for the most hilarious news 
of the year — two well known TV shows 
deliberately produced with a view to pro- 
moting racial integration have been slam- 
med by the Community Relations Commis- 
sion for having the precise opposite effect! 

According to the Commission, these 
shows could harden people’s attitude towards 
coloured people, even though the intention 
was the opposite. 

The shows in question are the BBC’s 
Till Death Us Do Part, featuring Alf Garnett, 
and ITV’s Love Thy Neighbour. 

The Community Relations Commis- 
sion has expressed its dissatisfaction with 
these programmes in its evidence to the 
Annan Committee on Broadcasting. 

According to the evidence of the Com- 
mission, “However well intentioned such pro- 
grammes are, there is bound to be a substan- 
tial risk that instead of breaking down pre- 
judice they reinforce and legitimise nega- 
tive attitudes”. 

This criticism has shocked and angered 
Johnny Speight, the creator of Alf Garnett, 
who protested that his programme went out 
deliberately to show blacks up in the most 
favourable light and racialists in the worst 
light. “When a coloured person is involved 
with Garnett,” he said, “it’s Alf who ends 
up looking stupid and the coloured person 
who appears clever’. 

Mr. Speight, to whom we ought to be 
grateful for this piece of frank confession as 
to his objectives, obviously has to do more; 
Alf must be made to look stupider than ever 
and the coloureds cleverer than ever if the 
CRC is to be satisfied. 

It’s all too funny for words. 
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URGENT APPEAL 


STAND BY THE NATIONAL FRONT! 


We, the undersigned members of the National Directorate 
of the National Front, are using the columns of this journal to 
make this urgent appeal to all the members of the NF to assist us 
in the stand we are resolved to take to save our party from 
destruction. 

As you will be able to read in a report on the following 


pages, an attempt to ‘take-over’ the party has been made by a. 


faction headed by Mr. Kingsley Read. This attempt has consisted 
of an unauthorised occupation of the party Head Office at Croy- 
don and the issue of ‘suspension’ notices to ourselves followed by 
the ‘expulsion’ of some of us by a ‘disciplinary tribunal’ set up by 
Mr. Read’s faction. Following these acts, Mr. Read and Co. have 
issued a number of lying and defamatory circulars to the branches 
and groups of the party in which they seek to justify their actions 
by hurling abuse at certain of us. 

These circumstances offered us no alternative but to 
institute a High Court action against Mr. Read and his supporters 
by which we sought a ruling that our ‘suspension’ and the other 
‘disciplinary’ punishments that followed from it were unconstitu- 
tional and that we should be re-instated as members of the 
Directorate. We have been successful in this action; a Judge has 
declared that the Constitution of the National Front was usurped 
by Mr. Read and his supporters and that they took the law into 
their own hands in the ‘disciplinary’ procedures adopted against 
us. The Judge has committed the action for trial with the 
comment that we have a very strong prima facie case on our side, 


and he has in the meantime ruled that we be re-instated as mem-: 


bers of the Directorate and of the party. 

From all over the country we have received messages of 
strong support from the membership of the party, and it is clear 
from these messages that members look to us to hold the party 
together and to be responsible for its effective functioning in the 
future. This responsibility we intend to discharge with all the 


means in our power. 

We wish members to know that we are not seeking ven- 
geance for its own sake against those who have acted against us, 
and we do not intend to use the columns of this journal to reply 
in kind to the vituperative attacks that have been made on some 
of us by Mr. Read and his supporters. We do, however, pledge 
ourselves to take whatever measures are necessary to safeguard 
the future unity of the party as well as its Constitution. 

As a result of recent events, two members who were pre- 
viously Mr. Read’s supporters have resigned from the Directorate, 
and this leaves us with a clear majority on the National Direc- 
torate which we intend to use in pursuit of the above objectives. 

We have heard that some of our opponents, enraged at the 
recent decision of the Court, have attempted to split the National 
Front by setting up a new breakaway party. By a decision of the 
National Directorate on December 28th, this new party was pro- 
scribed — which means that any National Front member who 
attempts to join it or otherwise associate with it automatically 
renders him- or herself liable to expulsion from the NF. 

In conclusion we ask that, in order to keep the National 
Front together, all members should remain calm in this crisis and 
not take panic measures determined by emotional reactions to 
what has been happening. The enemies of the party, WITHOUT 
AND WITHIN, would love to see the party disintegrate as a result 
of an atmosphere of despondency or hysteria engendered by 
recent events. Our duty is to prevent this happening, to keep our 
heads, to refrain from any disruptive or unconstitutional actions 
and to close ranks and deal with any crisis in an adult, cool and 
responsible way. 

Please give us your support in this regard. 

Andrew Fountaine (Deputy Chairman), Andrew Brons, David 
Bruce, Richard Edmunds, Robin May, Malcolm Skeggs, John 
Tyndall, Martin Webster, Peter Williams, Blaise Wyndham. 


NATIONAL FRONT RALLY 


KEEP PARTY UNITY 


CONWAY HALL 
RED LION SQUARE 
LONDON W.C.1 


WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 14th — 8 p.m. 


ALL MEMBERS IN SOUTH-EAST ENGLAND ARE URGED TO ATTEND 


THE LEGAL 


ISSUE 


As this copy goes to print, a court action is 
in progress in which 10 members of the National 
Directorate of the National Front are seeking an 
injunction against 9 other members of that Direc- 
torate following a dispute over discipline within 
the party. 

At a meeting on November 8th the Direc- 
torate (then comprising 20 members) voted by a 
majority of 10 to 9, with 1 abstention, not to 
take disciplinary action against certain Directorate 
members following an enquiry into an incident in 
which these members were alleged to be involved. 

Immediately afterwards Mr. Kingsley Read 
and two of his associates, Messrs. Richard Lawson 
and Carl Lane, defied this decision of the Direc- 
torate and instituted disciplinary action against 
the persons concerned, bringing charges against 
them connected with the incident that had been 
the subject of the enquiry — and also additional 
charges against the same persons on other matters 
which had not been brought before the Direc- 
torate in any disciplinary context. The persons in 
question, 4 Directorate members, were ‘suspended’ 
pending their appearance before a ‘disciplinary 
tribunal’, the time and place of which was fixed by 
Messrs. Read, Lawson and Lane without consulta- 
tion of anyone else. 

In addition to this, further disciplinary 
charges were filed by Read, Lawson and Lane 
against all the 10 Directorate members who had 
voted against this disciplinary action being taken in 
the first place: the 4 already mentioned and 6 
others. These charges rested on no other ‘offence’ 
than the failure of the 10 in question to vote as 
Messrs. Read, Lawson and Lane had wished. The 
10 were ‘suspended’ pending the sitting of the 
same tribunal. 

To support these actions, Messrs. Read, 
Lawson and Lane invoked Section 6 of the NF 
Constitution, which empowers an Executive Coun- 
cil, elected by and from among the Directorate, to 
exercise powers on the Directorate’s behalf. All 3 
are members of this body and Mr. Read is its 
Chairman. The body comprises 6 members in all. 
The 3 in question did not consult the other 3 before 
making their decision. 

Messrs. Read, Lawson and Lane claimed 
subsequently to have obtained endorsement of 
their action by 7 other members of the Direc- 
torate, and none of these 7 members has since 
denied that such endorsement was given at the 
time, so it must be presumed to have been given. 

The composition of the tribunal was decided 
by Messrs. Read, Lawson and Lane and the 7 others 
who supported them. It sat on Sunday, November 
16th, and ‘tried’ the 10 ‘suspended’ members in 
absentia, the latter having not appeared because, in 
their submission, to have done so would have been 
to recognise the legality of the tribunal and the 
charges, which they did not. 

The decision of the tribunal was to dismiss 
the charge against all the 10 ‘suspended’ members 
which had resulted from their manner of voting at 
the previous Directorate meeting but to convict the 
4 members who had been charged with other 
‘offences’, these including the alleged ‘offence’ over 
which it had been the decision of the Directorate 
not to take action. Two of these members were 
‘expelled’ and two others given 12- and 6-month 
‘suspensions’ from membership. 

The injunction now being sought by the 
‘suspended’ 10 is based as follows :— 

(a) The 10, being plaintiffs in the action, allege 
that the ‘suspensions’ in question were ultra 


vires with regard to the legitimate powers of 
the Executive Council, in that the Constitution 
only empowers that body to act on the Direc- 
torate’s behalf in an emergency situation in 
which it is not possible to convene a meeting of 
the whole Directorate fox the purpose of obtain- 
ing consent to the action. The plaintiffs submit 
that such powers do not permit the Executive 
Council to over-rule the Directorate on a matter 
on which it has already decided. (Section 6, 
Sub-section 2). 


(b) The plaintiffs allege that the act of ‘suspen- 


sion’ was further illegal in that it was not sub- 
mitted subsequently for endorsement by the 
whole of the Directorate but was endorsed by 
only half.of the Directorate (Section 6, Sub- 
section 2). 

(c) The plaintiffs allege that the decision of the 
Executive Council was invalid in so far as it was 
made by only 3 members and without consulta- 
aro of the other 3 (Section 6, Sub-sections 2 & 

i): 

(d) The plaintiffs allege that the charge on which 
the 10 of them were ‘suspended’ was in any 
event invalid and ultra vires because voting on 
the Directorate in a way which the Chairman or 
others do not approve is submitted not to bea 
disciplinary offence under any section of the 
NF Constitution. The plaintiffs cite as confirma- 
tion of this the fact that the charge in question 
was dismissed by the tribunal without any 
defence even being filed. 

(e) The plaintiffs allege that the tribunal was 
invalid in so far as its composition was deter- 
mined by only half the members of the Direc- 
torate (Section 8, Sub-section 3 (i)) and that 
the time and place of its sitting was not deter- 
mined in consultation with the accused (Section 
8, Sub-section 3 (ii) and was anyway at much 
too short notice for any adequate defence to be 
prepared. 

(f) The plaintiffs allege that other charges on which 
4 members were ‘expelled’ or ‘suspended’ by 
the tribunal were invalid in that they had not 
been placed before the whole Directorate for 
consideration (Section 8, Sub-sections 1 & 3). 

(g) The plaintiffs submit that the 9 defendants are 
themselves a party to a'gross violation of the 
Constitution of the NF by reason of their 
having acted in defiance of a ruling of the Direc- 
torate over the original matter of discipline 
(Section 8, Sub-section 1 (iii). 


The necessity to take this matter to court 
rather than resolve it within the party itself has 
arisen out of the fact that the defendants have 
made the latter course physically impossible by 
locking the plaintiffs out of party headquarters 
and denying them access to the members whereby 
they could state their case. 

Since the beginning of the court action, one 
of the original defendants, Mr. Anthony Reed 
Herbert, who was in fact the Chairman of the 
Tribunal, has withdrawn from the action, stating in 
a letter to the solicitors for the plaintiffs that he 
has resigned from the National Directorate and 
that he in no way opposes the plaintiffs’ applica- 
tion for injunction in the terms pleaded in the 
notice of application. This has been taken by the 
plaintiffs as an indication that Mr. Reed Herbert, 
who is himself a solicitor by profession, recognises 
the alleged justice of the plaintiffs’ case and the 
alleged illegality of the acts to which he was a party 
and which they (the plaintiffs) challenge. 


Beware 
the 
tactics of 
Neutralism 


IT IS completely understandable that there 
should be many people in the National Front 
who are weary of the factional warfare in the 
party over the past months and who sincerely 
believe that the best service they can perform 
for the party is to take no sides. This is a view 
with which we can thoroughly sympathise. 
Anyone who has the welfare of the party at 
heart is likely to be sick of ‘factions’ and 
inclined to wish to be part of no ‘faction’ at all. 

There is a danger, however, that a great 
many people in the party with this attitude 
may unwittingly end up by having their idea- 
lism and desire for party unity exploited in the 
very cause of factionalism to which they are 
opposed. 

They may be persuaded to join a third 
faction that certain persons are now trying to 
create in the party, calling itself the “neutral 
faction”. : 

We have seen recently some of the work 
of the promotors of this faction. It is very skil- 
ful and its propaganda is very convincing. Its 
message to the members is that it, and it 
alone, has the cause of the party at heart and it, 
and it alone, is working for unity. Its efforts are 
devoted to persuading members to take “no 
sides” in the conflict but to stand aloof and 
neutral from that conflict. It labels the leaders 
of each of the other sides as “‘disruptive’’ and in 
pursuit of their own ends and it encourages 
members to take the attitude of ‘a plague on 
both your houses!” 

Members should be very careful about 
falling for this seductive approach — it sounds 
good, and undoubtedly most of its propagan- 
dists are sincere folk who are not out for any 
devious ends. : 

Most — but perhaps not all. 

Members should very carefully consider 
the following possibility: that enemies of the 
party may have originally sought to smash the 
party up by supporting and encouraging certain 
dissident elements within it; that in the course 
of time, however, these dissident elements may 
have outlived their usefulness to those enemies 
by acting in such a way as to turn the vast 
majority in the party against them; that these 
enemies may thereupon have decided to switch 
their tactics and, instead of supporting the 
original dissidents, sought to divide the loyal 
majority by promoting ‘‘neutralism’’, i.e. the 
immobilisation of much of that loyal majority 
by its being persuaded that, even if it does not 
support the dissident side, neither should it 
support the side that opposes the dissidents. 
The split, instead of being two ways, becomes 
three ways. 

Next time the ‘neutrals’ approach you — 
be careful you are not being had. Your very 
commendable desire for unity may be manti- 
pulated simply in order to stop you opposing 
the people who have been the cause of all the 
disunity — and to stop you supporting the 
people who are seeking to restore order and 
legality in the party. 
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Trouble shooting special 


AHISTORY OF MR. READS 


BIG GAMBLE 


SINCE the 10th of November, when Mr. J. 
Kingsley Read lit the short fuse of the 
present crisis by “suspending” half of the 
governing body of the National Front, all 
manner of rumours, allegations and counter 
allegations have circulated concerning the 
events which immediately led up to the 
present situation. It is important, therefore, 
that NF members have an accurate account 
of what has happened. 

There will be some, I know, who will 
say that because I am one of the Directorate 
members who is now in dispute with Mr. 
Read, my account will be biased against him 
and his associates. It is a matter of public 
record, however, that during the past 12 
months I have often spoken up for and 
defended Mr. Read against his critics where I 
felt his critics were wrong, even in cases 
where long-standing friendships were jeopar- 
dised thereby. 

Even as late as 24th October Mr. Read 
himself wrote to me complimenting me on 
my objectivity, loyalty and my desire 
“always to work within the framework of 
the NF Constitution.” I thus feel more 
qualified than many to make this report to 
the NF membership. 

During the past year, the fact of 
tension between Mr. Read and Mr. Tyndall 
was evident to many. Such tensions are 
regrettable but are not uncommon on the 
governing bodies of organisations — be those 
organisations commercial firms or political 
parties. These tensions were, in my view, in 
the first place the creation of a man known 
as “Gordon Brown” who over the years has 
patiently built up a faction which has one 
purpose: to eliminate Nationalists from the 
leadership of the National Front, and to 
replace them with opportunists. Brown him- 
self is a man of the shadows, and his real 
name is believed to be Marshall. 


WHO OWNS WHOM? 


Mr. Brown is the owner of the building 
which has been used by the NF as its Head 
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Office. Mr. Brown is also the owner of the 
flat which Mr. Kingsley Read lives in free of 
charge since he moved to London. Mr. 
Brown is also the main organiser and chief 
contributor to a special fund to provide an 
income for Mr. Read (that is, supplementary 
to the Kingsley Read Defence Fund organ- 
ised by the NF). 

It was Mr. Brown who, in 1970, set up 
the Action Committee which organised a 
coup against the first NF Chairman, Mr. A. 
K. Chesterton. This was forced through by 
means of the simple expedient of Mr. Brown’s 
associates removing from the NF Head 
Office, then at Fleet Street, all the party’s 
membership files! 

The shock waves of that particular 
action by Mr. Brown are still being felt by 
the party now. Let me explain how... 

After the elections for the nine vacant 
places on the NF National Directorate this 
year, it became obvious that voting at the 
first meeting of the new National Directorate 
(set to take place on 4th October) for the 
post of Directorate Chairman was going to 
be extremely close between the two candi- 
dates Mr. Kingsley Read and Mr. John 
Tyndall. 

The period immediately prior to the 
Directorate meeting on 4th October was ex- 
tremely tense. During this period Mr. Tyndall 
and a number of other Directorate members 
came into possession of information which 
indicated that the faction which supported 
Mr. Read (which faction is de facto led by 
Mr. Read’s patron, Mr. Brown) might organise 
a coup in the event of Mr. Tyndall being 
elected as Chairman of the Directorate. 

The information to this effect which 
we received was as follows: 

1. | Mr. Read had stated in the presence of 
Mr. Blaise Wyndham that if Mr. Tyndall 
were to be elected Chairman of the National 
Front he would resign and, with a number of 
friends, set up a new party. 

2. I personally was present at a social 
gathering during which Mr. Richard Lawson 
declared: “You realise that if Tyndall gets 
his way and becomes Chairman, he will have 


lost the Headquarters building!” 
3. Mr. Michael Lobb telephoned a Branch 


_Organiser in North Kent to say: “If Tyndall 


gets his way then we will take out a High 
Court action to render the recent elections 
to the National Directorate as invalid. By 
this action we will freeze the party’s funds. 
Then, when Tyndall and his administration 
are trying to sort that mess out, we will set 
up our own party!” 


THE “OCCUPATION” 


We felt that in view of this information; 
remembering how Mr. Brown was able to get 
his own way against Mr. Chesterton in 1970 
by removing the party’s membership files; 
and bearing in mind that Mr. Brown now 
had the additional trump card of ownership 
of the party’s Head Office, there was a 
strong possibility that in the event of Mr. 
Tyndall’s being elected Chairman on 4th 
October, he would find either that a dissident 
element had left the party (with its files) in 
order to set up a new party and/or that the 
Head Office was closed down and re-possessed 
by Mr. Brown (who had never given the 
party a formal lease or agreement). 

NF members may or may not feel that 
our fears were justified, but they were sin- 
cerely felt. Because of this, we agreed that 
Mr. Tyndall should ask a number of loyal 
members to go to the Head Office of the 
party on the day of the election, 4th October, 
and to stay there until the news of who had 
been elected Directorate Chairman had been 
announced. 

This, then, is what Mr. Read and his 
supporters now call “The illegal occupation 
of Head Office on the 4th of October.” A 
number of members called at Head Office to 
transact ordinary party business during the 
period of the alleged “illegal occupation” 
and were quite unaware at the time that 
anything allegedly untoward was taking 
place. 

The fact that members had been asked 
to go and hold a “watching brief’ at Head 


Office was announced by me at the Direc- 
torate meeting on 4th October before an 
excited Mr. Brown burst into the meeting 
shrieking accusations of “a coup”, and 
before the voting for the post of Chairman 
had taken place. Before the meeting con- 
cluded all agreed that the situation had come 
about as a result of mutual suspicions and 
that the whole affair was best forgotten. 


“NO FURTHER ACTION” 


Having been elected Chairman by the 
narrowest of margins, for a further year one 
would have thought that Mr. Read would 
have done his best to try and bind the party 
together. This did not prove to be his 
intention. Instead, he and his friends set 
about trying to use the incidents at the Head 
Office on the 4th October as a means of 
trying to drive Mr. Tyndall out of the party. 
Mr. Read knew that all Mr. Tyndall had to 
do at the next elections to the Directorate 
was to get just one more supporter elected, 
and Mr. Read’s days of Chairmanship would 
be over. Mr. Read and his friends had to get 
rid of Mr. Tyndall before then. 

Mr. Read therefore stated that he 
would engage in an enquiry into what 
happened at the Head Office on the 4th 
October, and submit a report to the Direc- 
torate. The report was posted to every 
member of the Directorate some days before 
the next Directorate meeting, which was 
held on 8th November. 

As all Directorate members had already 
had some days to study the document there 
was no need for protracted discussion but 
none the less the matter was debated for 
some 20 minutes. Eventually, Mr. Brons, 
who is noted for his non-factional attitude 
and who had no involvement in the affair at 
the Head Office on 4th October, proposed 
that it was evident from the report that 
while the incident was regrettable, nobody 
had broken the Constitution, and that there- 
fore “the Directorate should resolve to take 
no further action”. Mr. Read put this 
motion to the vote, and it was carried by 10 
votes to 9 with one abstention. 

This should have been the end of the 
matter. The decision, however, was not good 
enough for Mr. Read, Mr. Brown and their 
friends. They were furious that their plan to 
use the October 4th incidents as the means 
of bringing Mr. Tyndall before a Disciplinary 
Tribunal had been frustrated. 


SMEAR LEAFLETS 


The day after the 8th November Direc- 
torate meeting was Remembrance Sunday. 
The party held its usual impressive ceremony 
at the Cenotaph, and then marched to a 
space beside the Albert Hall for an open-air 
rally. 

This rally went off very well, with 
enthusiastic applause for all speakers. The 


rally was slightly marred, however, by a small 
incident involving some members of the 
Chelsea Group who angered many people in 


' the crawd by handing out anonymous dupli- 


cated leaflets containing a vicious attack on 
Mr. Tyndall. 

After the rally, Mr. Read went back to 
Croydon and spent the evening in a public 
house called The Cherry Orchard. He was 
soon joined there by Mr. Lawson, Mr. David 
McCalden, Mr. Peter Holland and two or 
three members of the Committee of Chelsea 
Group, plus a few other anti-John Tyndall 
fanatics. It was at this gathering that Mr. 
Read, egged on by Mr. Lawson and Mr. 
McCalden, determined to try a new plan to 
rid the Directorate of Mr. Tyndall. 

This was their plan: 

The NF Constitution states that in an 
emergency the Chairman of the Directorate 
is able to exercise all the powers of the 
Directorate, providing such action is later 
referred to the Directorate for approval or 
rejection. At this time, Mr. Read and his 
associates were only really interested in 
“setting Tyndall out”, but they knew that 
any “emergency action”, if taken only 
against Mr. Tyndall, would certainly face 
stiff opposition from his friends on the 
Directorate and might not therefore be en- 
dorsed. 

Therefore they resolved that it was 
necessary to “suspend” all persons on the 
Directorate who were likely to speak up in 
defence of Mr. Tyndall, so that then Mr. 
Read could say that the Directorate (that is, 
all that remained of the Directorate) “‘unani- 
mously endorsed” his emergency action as 
Chairman! A very neat and very cynical plan, 
worthy of a third-rate political spiv! 

They also decided that Mr. Read 
needed approval for his decision to “‘sus- 
pend” Mr. Tyndall and nine other members 
of the Directorate, from the Executive 
Council. 


THE LOCK OUT 


In the same way that the Directorate is 
divided 10/10 between Mr. Read and his 
supporters and Mr. Tyndall and his sup- 
porters, so too is the Executive Council 
divided, with Mr. Read, Mr. Lawson and Mr. 
Lane on one side, and Mr. Fountaine, Mr. 
Webster and Mr. Brons on the other. There- 
fore Mr. Read did not bother to invite all of 
the members of the Executive to a meeting. 
He merely put his signature to a document 
stating that the Executive Council had 
decided to suspend half of the Directorate 
then got Mr. Lawson and Mr. Lane to co-sign 
the document. Thereafter Mr. Read pro- 
claimed that he had “a majority — because 
of the Chairman’s casting vote”! (All this 
without an Executive meeting taking place, 
and without “an equality of votes” which, 
according to the Constitution, is the only 
circumstances under which a Chairman may 
employ “a second or casting vote”’!) 


Armed with this “Executive approval” 
Mr. Read turned up at the Head Office of 
the party early on the moming of Monday 
10th November and together with Mr. 
Gordon Brown, Mr. Lawson, Mr. McCalden, 
and Mr. Stephen Brady, changed the locks 
on the doors of the building. 

I arrived at the office at 9.15 a.m. on 
that Monday, to find that my keys would 
not fit the door. When I rang the bell the 
door was opened by the said Brady, who 
waved a cosh and then a cannister of C.S. gas 
at me and told me I was suspended. I 
demanded to see Mr. Read, and eventually 
he came to the door. This is what Read 
blurted out to me:— 

“I have had a number of complaints 
against the decision of the Directorate not to 
take any further action in regard to the 
events at this office on 4th October. We have 
decided that Tyndall must be dealt with. 
He’s going to have to go. 

“We don’t want to expel you or any of 
the other Directorate members who we have 
suspended for the time being along with 
him. Don’t worry about it Martin, I have 
already set up a Tribunal, with Directorate 
member Tony Reed-Herbert as Tribunal 
Chairman. I have already spoken to him.and 
have told him that the Tribunal is not to 
discipline you, or any of the others. It’s just 
Tyndall we're after. Ill be along at the 
Tribunal to speak up for you. Just play it 
cool and youl be O.K. 

“Yes, I know this is all a great gamble. 
If it fails, then I will pack my bags and go 
back to Blackbumn.”’ 

The following day I received — as did 
my nine colleagues — a formal letter of “‘sus- 
pension”. The Tribunal was set for the 
following Sunday, 16th November. 

All of us who were suspended had one 
charge in common. We had all been accused 
of voting in support of the “no further 
action” motion put by Mr. Brons at the last 
Directorate meeting. In other words, we 
were all charged with voting at a Directorate 
meeting in a way that was not approved of 
by Mr. J. Kingsley Read! 


KANGAROO COURT 


We — the suspended Directorate 
members — no matter what our differences 
of opinion might have been in the past, were 
determined that we were not going to toler- 
ate or support this crooked and blatant 
attempt to intimidate the Directorate and 
twist the Constitution. We would stand to- 
gether and refuse to recognise the legality of 
what Mr. Read had done, and would refrain 
from attending this Kangaroo Court. 

All of us, during the week prior to the 
Tribunal, communicated details of what Mr. 
Read and his friends were up to far and wide, 
and this obliged Mr. Read to arrange with his 
tame Tribunal that names in addition to that 
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INTEGRATED 


A SHORT STORY BY JOHN BALL 


QUITE IMPASSIVELY the judge pronounced 
sentence. Life imprisonment, with a recom- 
mendation that parole should not be con- 
sidered for at least twenty years, was what 
James Wilberforce Lincoln Brown received. 
But what sort of a life and upbringing had 
Brown experienced? And what had brought 
about his demise? To find the answers we 


must return twenty years to the beginning of 


his life. 

Born James Cole, he was the illegiti- 
mate offspring of an unemployed West 
Indian and a white woman of low mentality 
and even lower morals who was too idle to 
practise contraception and too ignorant to 
recognise herself to be pregnant until it was 
so late that she was refused an abortion. He 
was unwanted even before birth. Abandoned 
soon after, he had been brought up in a child- 
rens’ home run by the local council until the 
age of eight. That had been the best part of 
his life. The home was a world of its own. 
All the other kids there were brown or black 
like himself, as were most of the staff. With 
its own playground they never needed to 
leave the security of it,so he was happy there. 
Then, quite unexpectedly, he was told he 
was going to be adopted. A white couple 
came and said he would live at their house 
instead of in the home. He didn’t like that 
idea. He wanted to stay with all his friends 
in the home or else be adopted by other! 
black people. One of his friends, called 
Charlie, had been adopted by a black couple 
and had gone to live in Jamaica. Charlie sent 
letters back to his friends in the home 
saying how enjoyable life was for him but 
when Jimmy mentioned this he was told 
that Britain was his home, that he belonged 
here and that he could never fit in with the 
way Of life in Jamaica. 

‘You’re a black English boy now 
Jimmy’ they said, so he went to live with his 
new foster-parents, Mr. & Mrs. Benjamin 
Brown. He acquired his new name and for 
him a new era of misery and unhappiness 
was about to dawn. 

The Browns were typical of those 
members of the upper middle classes who, 
having risen to their position in society rela- 
tively easily but by not altogether decent 
methods, develop a ‘social conscience’. Both 
were Quakers and, as such, pacifists. Mr. 
Brown, called up in 1940, registered as a 
conscientious objector but unlike many 
pacifists saw nothing wrong in making money 
by business dealing during the war when 
demand for goods far outstripped supply. He 
accrued a small fortune. Years later the 
Browns, rich and influential but rather bored 
with life felt the necessity to make a ‘mean- 
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ingful contribution to the welfare of society’. 
So someone suggested that they might act 
as foster-parents to a handicapped child. In 
time they attended a convention of like- 
minded people but the sight of physically or 
mentally handicapped children or children 
with severe neurotic problems did not appeal 
to them. Instead they chose to take Jimmy 
who was perfectly sound in mind and limb 
and therefore much less trouble to look after 
— or so they imagined! 

Besides, it was regarded as the social 
thing to do amongst the Browns’ well-off 
armchair Jiberal-leftist colleagues. After all, 
they would argue, being coloured was just as 
much a handicap as being crippled or spastic. 
And certainly they would be conforming to 
the multi-racial ‘one world’ ideals of their 
Quaker ‘Society of Friends’. 


CAUSE OF HIS MISERY 


Right now though, from the solitude 
of his prison cell at the start of his sentence 
Jim Brown could only think bitterly of his 
plight. He began to make recriminations and 
soon realised that his foster-parents had 
been the prime cause of his misery. ‘Why 
couldn’t they have let me stay where I was 
happy?’ he kept thinking. He remembered 
the day he first went to live with the Browns. 
They had a big house in a select area of a 
small country town and Jim was the only 
coloured person of any age in that town. Mr. 
& Mrs. Brown gave him everything he 
wanted: a bicycle, toys, lots of clothes, visits 
to the zoo, the fair and the seaside. Later on 
when he was twelve they paid for him to go 
to a local private school. 

Always they encouraged him to think 
he was as good as any other child in the 
neighbourhood, but although other local 
children initially envied and respected Jim 
they soon came to loathe and detest him. 
At sixteen Jim left school and, despite a 
poor academic performance and a lot of 
unemployment among local school-leavers, 
was able, through Mr. Brown’s influence, to 
get a good job in a bank. There, for the first 
time in his life, he was no longer the top-dog 
and couldn’t get just what he wanted. Other 
youths who worked in the bank all seemed 
to have nice girlfriends but Jim could not 
find a girl who wanted him. 

An English lad who worked with him 
knew a decent and attractive coloured girl 
from a nearby town and arranged a date for 
them, but Jim wasn’t interested. He only 


‘wanted to go with white women, possibly 


through some inherent desire to lighten his 


race, possibly because he didn’t really believe 
‘black is beautiful’, but more likely because 
he had developed a vindictive selfishness 
which required him to prove himself to 
white society in this way. To achieve such an 
end meant patronising girls who were to all 
intents prositutes. Living became expensive 
for Jim who, over the next few years, became 
more and more involved in Black Power 
philosophy and took to crime. Only Mr. 
Brown’s influence had saved him from prison 
previously after being found guilty of a par- 
ticularly vicious mugging. After that be lost 
his job and couldn’t afford to keep up his 
life-style. He sold his car but soon found his 
female friends didn’t want to know him. ‘I 
can always find someone else to take me 
places’ said one of them. So, shortly after- 
wards, he committed the first of the serious 
crimes for which he was now serving life 
imprisonment. 

He raped a young girl who was walking 
home from her friends’ house one night. She 
was too terrified to scream of resist and as 
Jim had heard of rapists going free should 
they have thought the victim to be ‘willing’ 
he want away confident he would not be 
brought to justice. 

A week or so later he did the same 
again. This time his victim resisted and 
screamed so he beat her viciously. 

Sex and Violence: these were both 
satisfying to Jim, who had no sense of shame 
or conscience whatsoever, not even when he 
heard that his second victim, who was preg- 
nant, had miscarried after her terrible exper- 
ience. By the time he decided to rape a third 
woman he was riding high. At last he felt he 
was getting his own back against ‘whitey’ for 
largely imagined grievances which really 
resulted from his own natural feeling of 
inferiority. But the third time he slipped up. 
His victim recognised him and spoke his 
name. Not knowing what else to do, Jim 
stabbed her and left her to die. However, 
before dying she was found by a police 
officer and was able to give the name of her 
assailant. Thus did the long arm of the law 
reach out and put Jim Brown behind bars. 


INNOCENT VICTIM 


While Jim contemplated all this his 
foster-parents were waiting to see him. They 
too had been thinking deeply but had chosen 
to see ‘their Jimmy’ as the innocent victim 
of a hostile, racist society, ignoring the suf- 
ferings of three women, an unborn baby and: 
their close relatives. 

“Visitors to see you Brown!” barked 
the voice of a prison officer. Jim turned and 
saw his foster-parents standing there. 

“Get out; I don’t want ever to see you 
again!” shouted Jim. “You’re white trash. 
You got me into this and not even you can 
get me out of here like you did before.” 

At this point he lost his temper and 
tried to attack Mr. Brown. He was restrained 
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AS WE LIVE in an age when critical faculty 
and truly independent thought are disappear- 
ing qualities, almost any new slogan or ‘fad’ 
can one day be slipped into the political 
vocabulary and the next day become accepted 
as an article of faith by party politicians of 
almost every shade. 

So it is with ‘Devolution’: a term 
usually taken to mean the transference of 
considerable legislative and executive powers 
from the United Kingdom parliament in 
London to local assemblies in Scotland, 
Wales, Northern Ireland and (perhaps) various 
regions of England. ‘Devolution’ has now 
become a bandwaggon onto which Tories, 
Labourites and Liberals have all jumped, not 
very much out of genuine conviction, but 
mostly in an effort to preserve their own 
political skins against the threat from the 
Scottish and Welsh nationalist parties. 

Some people have suggested that the 
National Front should book its place on this 
bandwaggon too. The reasons given are two- 
fold: first, that it is a necessary political 
expedient if the party is to grow in Scotland 
and Wales; second, that as a party of nation- 
alism we should support nationalism when- 
ever and wherever it raises its head. 

To the first reason it should be stated 
firmly that the NF ought not to be a party 
that serves political expedients as they may 
arise from this moment to that but one dedi- 
cated to long term policies evaluated on the 
basis of principle and greater national interest. 
This does not mean that we should slam the 
door on ‘Devolution’ because others are 
using it as an expedient but certainly that we 
should dismiss expediency as any kind of 
standard for our own judgement of it. 

To the second reason it should be said 
that the fact that we are nationalists does 
not necessarily dictate that every movement 
and trend that describes itself as ‘nation- 
alist’ is our ally. It is conceivable that one 
nationalist aspiration can conflict with 
another, and it is manifestly obvious that a 
nationalism of the British people as a whole 
is incompatible with any nationalism that 
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only by the prompt action of the prison 
officer. 

So the Browns left the cell but even as 
it was locked they could hear the anti-white 
obscenities issuing from the mouth of their 
foster-son. A few minutes later they had 
left the law courts and in the fresh air and 
sunlight Benjamin Brown turned to his wife 
saying “You know, we’ve been blind all these 
years. We thought we could go against all 
that is natural”. 

“Yes dear,” replied his wife ‘“‘and I 
must admit now that people like Enoch 
Powell and the National Front may have a 
point.” 

It had taken twenty years or more for 
the Browns to see what most people had 
always known — but at what a cost! 


JOHN TYNDALL 


seeks to divide one section of that people 
from another. 

It is not for us to argue with Scots or 
Welsh nationalists which definition of nation- 
alism, theirs or ours, is right; that argument 
will never be resolved because each side 
brings its own innate and unalterable pre- 
judices to bear on all consideration of the 
matter, and those prejudices are irrecon- 
cilable. It simply lies with us to fight for the 
victory of our own wider concept of British 
nationalism by endowing it with greater 
force and appeal than the narrow concept of 
a nationalism confined to Scotland, Wales or, 
for that matter, England. 

One major question that must be asked 
about the ‘Devolution’ movement and its 
more extreme wings, the Scots, Welsh and 
Ulster separatist movements, is: why now? 
Why have these tendencies gathered the 
special force that they have done in the 
1970s? 

The separatist will immediately reply 
to this question with some well worn phrase 
about the once dormant spirit of Scots or 
Welsh nationalism now re-asserting itself. 
The devolutionist will probably reply with 
an even more well worn phrase about people 
wanting to be “more involved in the decision- 
making process” — a piece of jargon imported 
from the leftist book of words and a favourite 
slogan of those who wish to undermine 
authority in any shape or form. 

What of the spirit of Scots and Welsh 
nationalism re-asserting itself; Again we 
must ask: why now? People of those ten- 
dencies have always existed in Scotland and 
Wales; they have had parties to represent 
them and up till quite recently those parties 
have received derisory votes at election time. 
What special element has now intruded upon 
the political scene to alter this? 

If the claim be that an upsurge of 
nationalism in Scotland and Wales is sympto- 
matic of a general trend, this can simply be 
dismissed as nonsense — at least so far as 
countries in the developed world are con- 
cerned. The absolute reverse is the case; all 
current trends are towards internationalism 
— the breaking down of national boundaries, 
the erosion of national sovereignty, the 
movement towards the one-world state. 

A similar nonsense is the claim about 
‘the desire of people to be involved in the 
decision-making process. The idea that this 
tendency takes place with the forward move- 
ment of time is a complete fallacy. The 
natural disinclination of the majority to 
accept, let alone seek, political responsibility 
for its own sake is pretty well what it has 
been for the last 100 years or more. The only 
thing likely to alter this natural disinclination 


DEVOLUTION: 
FOR ASSESSMENT 


ABAD TIME 


is the evidence that those exercising responsi- 
bility are totally incompetent and have 
totally failed. In that event there could arise 
among people normally content to let others 
hold power a determination to obtain greater 
power for themselves to right the wrongs 
that affect their own lives. 

This leads to what I believe is the main 
question of the ‘Devolution’ issue: is the 
clamour for Devolution, home rule or what- 
ever we call it, a protest against central gov- 
ernment or merely against bad government? 
I believe that it is, whether knowlingly or 
not, mainly the latter, that it is in fact the 
desperate lunging of a drowning man for any 
apparent lifeline that is within sight and 
reach. 

Greater self-government for Scotland 
and Wales may or may not produce greater 
benefits for the people of those regions but 
the feeling is that it could hardly produce 
less — a feeling easy to generate in a climate 
of collapsing confidence in the political 
leadership of Britain. 

For the moment an open-minded 
approach to Devolution is something that 
we are not likely to see until it is divorced 
from the present atmosphere of massive 
political disillusionment and the accom- 
panying tendency to grasp frantically at 
every solution offered provided that it is 
radical and ‘new’. 

Ultimately, whatever the theoretical 
merits of Devolution, if the people of Scot- 
land and Wales are determined on it and are 
going to take the plunge towards separatism 
if they don’t get it, then it cannot be denied 
to them. 

But the real strength of the clamour 
for Devolution cannot, I submit, be properly 
judged until there is a background of good 
central government against which it can be 
measured. When we have such a central gov- 
ernment that is looking after the affairs of 
all of Britain as they should be looked after 
and there is still nevertheless a strong cla- 
mour for more autonomy in Scotland, Wales, 
etc., then we will know that that clamour is 
deep-rooted and cannot be ignored. 


BUY ATIE 


National Front ties now available, Red, 
White and Blue colour scheme with NF 
emblem. 

£1.60 each, orders for 10 or more at 
£1.50 each. 
Apply to: 


R. Davison, 59, Crowther 
Road, Wolverhampton, WV6 OHZ. 


Cheques/postal orders should be made 
payable to NF Tie A/c. 
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RICHARD VERRALL 


(pictured above) 
is 26 years of age and joined the National 
Front in 1970. He studied History at Lon- 
don University, where he gained a B.A. 
degree with First Class Honours. He will be 


contributing regular articles to SPEAR- 


HEAD in the future. 


I JOINED the National Front five years ago, 
when A.K. Chesterton was still its Chair- 
man. I think the thing which struck me most 
forcibly on joining the party was the feeling: 
“Here is the very last enclave, the sole 
remaining organisation where left-wing think- 
ing of any sort has totally failed to pene- 
trate”. But could one say the same today? 

It is alarming to report that one could 
not. Within the National Front recently 
there has appeared an influential school of 
thought that is clearly imbued with the 
ideology of the Left, and which expresses 
this ideology in the language of crypto- 
Marxism. The universities show us how diffi- 
cult it is for youth to resist the ideological 
pressures of the age, and it appears that this 
collapse of intellectual resistance to the Left 
has now occurred in the National Front 
itself. Unless this school of thought is firmly 
opposed by all sincere and orthodox nation- 
alists within the party it will succeed, from 
its influential power base, in pushing the 
National Front to the Left. Those in the party 
who were described by Martin Webster in a 
brilliant article some months ago as the 
‘Trustees of the Idea’ must keep eternal 
vigilance. 

Readers will doubtless have noticed 
alien items of leftist thought appearing in 
the party newspaper Britain First. According 
to edition No.19, for example, those people 
who became fed up with the Establishment 
parties and joined the NF did so (they will 
be surprised to learn) “because of their 
determination to make democracy work by 
actually involving themselves in its pro- 
cesses’’, thereby promoting a “radically new 
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RICHARD VERRALL 


Left-Wing Shiftin 
the National Front 


alternative”. Sounds like a pseud advert for 
the Young Liberals or the Squatters and 
Tenants Association, doesn’t it? Is that 
really why you joined the National Front? 
One of the reasons I joined was to totally 
eradicate Marxism and liberalism in this 
country in all their forms. | did not join to 
promote the leftist obsession with “involve- 
ment”, “radical alternatives” and “demo- 
cratic processes”, which is the surest way to 
neutralise the NF and leave it a sterile little 
“anti-Establishment” ginger group on the 
political fringe. We are radical, yes. And we 
are the only alternative to the Establish- 
ment parties, dominated as they are by liber- 
alism and race-mixing. But since when has it 
been necessary to convey this message to the 
public with the discredited slogans of the 
Left? 

Imagine the impact on a virgin mind of 
the following official description of the 
National Front in several issues of Britain 
First: 

“The survival of the British people 
faces a greater threat today than it 
has ever done in our nation’s history. 
That threat is international capitalism 
— a system that has _ imported 
foreigners to undercut the wages of 
British workers and forced us into the 
Common Market... 

“Despite the idealism and hopes of 
many of its early supporters, Labour Party 
Socialism has proved as much a tool of 
international capitalism as the phony patrio- 
tism of the Tories. 

“Only democratic nationalism as ex- 
pounded by the National Front offers a 
genuine alternative . . . Join the struggle for 
national freedom and social justice!” 


“DEMOCRATIC NATIONALISM” 


Except for the bland reference to 
“foreigners”, the reader would be forgiven 
for thinking that the first two paragraphs of 
this statement came from Tribune or Socialist 
Worker. In fact, any person reading this who 
knew nothing about the National Front or 
orthodox nationalist thinking on interna- 
tional finance as expounded, say, in Chester- 
ton’s New Unhappy Lords, would draw a 
number of conclusions from it. First, that 
we are opposed to capitalism per se (instead 
of finance capitalism); secondly, that we 
sympathise with the anti-capitalist idealism 


of the early Labour Party; and thirdly that 
the mantle of this left-wing idealism, for a 
long time discarded by modern Socialism, 
has been inherited by the National Front 
with its philosophy of “dernocratic nation- 
alism’’, whatever that may mean. In short, 
any ordinary reader would assume from that 
passage that we are yet another left-wing 
soap packet advertising some “new improved” 
brand of Marxian Socialism, the novel 
additive being a dislike of immigrants. 

This kind of thing marks a definite 
leftward turn in NF thinking. It is quite true 
that we are opposed to the collectivist 
machinations of international finance capit- 
alism. But when we speak, without any 
qualification, of the threat of “monopoly 
capitalism” denying a hearing to “genuine 
revolutionary movements such as_ the 
National Front”, and continually denounce 
something called “the ruling class”, we are 
speaking the pure, unadulterated language 
of Bolshevism, and it is a short step from 
speaking its language to absorbing its ideas 
and its spiritual ethos — as can be seen in the 
recent denigration of strong leadership and 
the new Marxist emphasis on a “rank and 
file movement operating through a flexible 
democratic structure” (No.33). Appealing to 
people on this level will either win left- 
orientated recruits — or fewer and fewer 
recruits. Our radical message can be pro- 
moted, and always has been promoted, 
without any sordid flirtation with Marxist 
ideology or semantics. 


WHY THE LEFT-WING STANCE? 


Why, then, the left-wing stance? 
Because the editor of Britain First, | am 
reliably informed, considers himself a Syn- 
dicalist. For those members of the NF who 
do not know what a Syndicalist is, let me 
explain. Syndicalism was primarily of 
French origin, taking its name from the 
French word Syndicat or Trades Union, and 
it means in theory the transfer of the means 
of production from private enterprise to the 
control of the organised workers in the 
respective trades. In essence, the state is to 
become a federation of trades unions. 

An offshoot of anarchism, Syndicalism 
revolted against Marx’s idea of evolutionary 
socialism and was the direct progenitor of 
revolutionary Bolshevism. Lothrop Stoddard 
writes: “It is when we examine the Syndica- 


lists’ animating spirit, their general philosophy 
of life, and the manner in which they pro- 
pose to attain their ends, that we realise 
that we are in the presence of an ominous 
novelty — the mature philosophy of the 
Under-Man. This philosophy of the Under- 
Man is today called Bolshevism. Before the 
Russian Revolution it was known as Syndic- 
alism. But Bolshevism and Syndicalism are 
basically one and the same thing”. 

Syndicalism has been clearly advocated 
in Britain First. An article on Spain by the 
editor in No.33 disparages the Franco-led 
Falangist party, praising instead the earlier 
movement of Ramiro Ramos as “far more 
radical in outlook’. It was, in fact, a blend 
of nationalism with Spanish left-wing tradi- 
tions of anarchism and syndicalism. Britain 
First declares: “He (Ramos) despised dema- 
gogic Nationalists as reactionaries, liked 
neither the Church nor the bourgeoisie . . . 
and wanted a Nationalist movement com- 
posed of workers and dedicated to ‘National 
Syndicalism’. By this he envisaged a strong 
Nationalist state coupled with workers’ 
participation in the ownership and control 
of production. Key industries . . . were to be 
nationalised”. What does that sound like to 
you? To me it sounds like the usual recipe 
for Bolshevist enslavement under the guise 
of nationalistic slogans. 

But not to Britain First; according to 
the editor, this is the essence of the new 
rank and file “democratic nationalism” 
which the NF should now follow, as opposed 
to “Fascist nationalism”? which is based on 
“Jeader-worship”’ and which seeks “‘to re- 
place the existing Capitalist oligarchy with 
another tyrannical ruling class” (No.25). So 
now you know, comrade. I have a nasty 
feeling thatifyou don’t support “democratic 
nationalism”? you will be liable to receive a 
spot of “democratic re-education”’. 


BRITAIN FIRST’S MARXISM! 


It is ironical that when the extreme 
left Young Liberals advocated “an economic 
and industrial system under workers’ control 
and ownership”, one writer in Britain First 
stated that such a policy “points to the 
growing infiltration of Liberal thought by 
what can only be described as Marxism” 
(No.17). I suggest that he looks a little 
closer to home, in particular to the infiltra- 
tion of the same ideas in Britain First. In a 
similar vein, Spark (No.2) declares that: “If 
the revolutionary Left really wanted the 
people to have more control over the means 
of production, distribution and exchange, 
then they would support workers’ participa- 
tion distribution and exchange, then they 
would support workers’ participation as 
advocated by the National Front”. I was not 
aware that the system of workers’ participa- 
tion advocated by the NF (similar to that 
practised in some European countries) 
contains anything that would appeal to a 
revolutionary Leftist. But I suppose it all 


depends on how certain people interpret NF 
policies. The emergence of these ideas within 
the National Front represents, in fact, the 
perennial heresy of Nationalist politics: it 
was preached before by the National Bolshe- 
viks and National Syndicalists, by the Strasser 
faction of the early Nazi party and by syn- 
dicalist groups on the Italian Right. It is 
Marxism in the guise of Nationalism. 

In Britain First (No.24) “ideas of 
authority, order and discipline” are scorn- 
fully dismissed as “the hallmarks of any 
authoritarian state”, a sentiment with which 
every unwashed student and left-wing yob 
would heartily agree. It is in fact the charac- 
teristically anarchic attitude of Syndicalism, 
which was opposed to “autocratic” govern- 
ment. The Syndicalists’ hostility to ortho- 
dox communism was not due to its basic 
ideology but to its disciplined and authori- 
tarian character. This line, too, is being 
increasingly adopted in Britain First. The 
communist system (together with “‘fascism’’) 
is rejected as authoritarian, but nowhere is 
there a wholesale and uncompromising rejec- 
tion of Marxist ideology. Instead the idea is 
being “insidiously promoted that our “anti- 
capitalist” policies will achieve the best form 
of “people’s democracy” yet devised, within 
a national, non-authoritarian framework. Let 
it be clearly understood that our anti-capitalist 
policies in no way incline us towards social- 
ism, any more than our capitalist policies 
incline us to bourgeois conservatism. 


EVILS OF “FASCISM” 


Britain First is also preoccupied with 
the evils of “fascism”. Now this has always 
been a favourite pastime of bigoted and pol- 
itically ignorant leftists, but it has never been 
a pastime of the National Front — until 
recently, that is. It appears that some 
writers in Britain First are as eager to de- 
nounce, “fascism” as they are to adopt the 
ideological trappings of Marxism. The latest 
attack (No.33) was on the “fascist” Spain of 
General Franco which, despite its failings in 
many respects, remains the last politically 
healthy country in Europe, eschewing abso- 
lutely any manifestation of communism or 
liberalism, and whose workers are fully in 
support of the regime and its leader. It was 
more than alarming to see that the recent 
left-wing cacophony of abuse against Spain 
found an added voice in the ‘official’ pub- 
lication of the National Front. 

The political analysis in Britain First 
is clearly and demonstrably Leftist. The 
argument it uses in attacking “fascism” is 
absolutely identical to that used by the 
Marxists, and so it is worth dwelling on this 
point in some detail. Richard Lawson’s fre- 
quent attempts to demonstrate that Hitler 
was a tool of finance capital and the Ruhr 
barons, an idea utterly discredited by com- 
petent students of the period, is the very 
same view put forward by Marxist historians 
such as Eberhard Czichon and by all com- 


munist theoreticians. Hitler’s latest bio- 
grapher, Joachim Fest, points out that the 
Marxist Left is forced to “explain its defeat 
by ‘counter-historical National Socialism’ 
only by positing a grim conspiracy of mono- 
poly capitalism’. He goes on: “To call Hitler 
a tool of capitalism, as Marxist theory does, 
is merely to fall on belief in demons. Marxist 
orthodoxy is prone to such simplifications”. 


IGNORANCE OR DECEPTION 


And so, it seems, is Britain First. The 
fact is that Nazi party income derived chiefly 
from membership fees and small donations; 
larger sums came only from a few sympa- 
thetic industrialists like Thyssen and the 
German banker Schroder, and as Fest 
remarks, Hitler “made no binding commit- 
ments to any of his backers’. 

As for the idea that Hitler was funded 
by Wall Street international bankers, Lawson 
cites ““Thyssen’s book” J Paid Hitler as his 
source for this conclusion. Either political 
ignorance or deliberate deception is at work 
here, since this book has proved totally 
unreliable, and Thyssen himself has con- 
tested its authenticity. It is a compilation of 
edited material gathered during wartime 
interviews with Thyssen, most of which he 
never even saw, and he later repudiated the 
book’s contents. H.A. Turner has shown that 
there are many later additions to it. Review- 
ing the question of financial backing in 
general, Turner writes: “After weighing all 
the evidence we must recognise that the 
financial subsidies from capitalism were over- 
whelmingly directed against the Nazis’. 

I dwell on these historical matters at 
some length solely in order to demonstrate 
that the “Fascism is a Capitalist Plot” inter- 
pretation made by certain leftist polemicists 
in the National Front is precisely the same as 
that of the Marxists who, according to Fest, 
nave likewise indulged in “apparently deli- 
berate deceptions, inaccuracies. and faulty 
references” to bolster it up (p.783). Why 
Britain First should interpret the Nazi 
movement, which was opposed to inter- 
national finance, in classic Marxist fashion 
(and in complete contradiction to the learned 
views of A.K. Chesterton), while at the same 
time extolling the Bolshevist philosophy of 
Syndicalism, is a question I leave to the 
individual reader. I should emphasise that it 
is not my intention here to justify Nazism or 
Fascism in any way; I am merely drawing 
attention to the use by leftist elements in 
the NF of standard Marxist techniques. 


“DICTATORSHIP” 


Another familiar technique is to label 
any political tendency they disapprove of as 
“fascist” or as promoting “dictatorship”. 
Such is the label applied to those who 
favour strong and determined leadership. It 
is to leadership of this sort that the sheer 

Contd. overleaf 
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LEFT WING SHIFT IN THE 


NATIONAL FRONT 


Contd. from previous page 


staying power of the National Front has 
been due, while all other nationalist organisa- 
tions with the same policies have fallen by 
the wayside for lack of it. But the ideolo- 
gues of Britain First disagree. “We should 
not be continually searching for ‘leaders’, 
but educating the people to realise their own 
potential power’, says an official column in 
edition No.25. This of course is sheer. 
anarchism. Power to the People, comrade! 
In the NF itself, tne column continues, 
leadership must be “exercised collectively 
by a twenty-man central committee (!) 
known as the National Directorate’. The 
party Chairman exists only “to convene and 
chair their meetings”. Does anyone seriously 
suppose that nations have been led to great- 
ness by men who merely convened and 
chaired the meetings of a committee? Not 
even the communists are stupid enough to 
put this theory into practice when it comes 
to organising a revolution. 

Surely, we in the NF above all ought 
to recognise that every great achievement, 
whether in statesmanship or in art, in thought 
or in action, has been the product of person- 
ality and of individual genius. History, 
despite Chairman Mao, is not made by the 
masses, nor by committees, but by the elite 
and by the outstanding individual. Those 
people whose infatuation with “democracy” 
has gone so far as to blind them to this 
fundamental truth are people who simply do 
not belong in the National Front. They have 
far more in common with Marxism, which 
claims that every man’s contribution is 
‘equal, both racially and individually, and 
which exalts the mass of numbers and their 
dead weight. 

It is quite clear that a new Marxist- 
orientated mode of thinking is creeping into 
the National Front which must be vigorously 
opposed. It is ideologically Syndicalist, 
addicted to the phraseology of class warfare 
and imbued with leftist notions of anti- 
leadership, anti-discipline and democratic 
levelling of the worst sort. The latter is indeed 
the hallmark of leftist thinking. And a bogus 
emphasis on “democracy” is always the tech- 
nique of the Marxist, who is the first to 
destroy it after proclaiming it the loudest. 


VALERIE BITTNER 


My definition of democracy is simply the 
prevailing of the majority will. But since the 
majority will was not allowed to prevail at 
an NF A.G.M. it is obviously not the defini- 
tion adhered to by the disgruntled ex-Fascist 
who now edits Beacon, and who has appar- 
ently seen the error of his former ways in a 
left-wing revelation at Sussex University. Nor 
can it be the definition adhered to by the 
Syndicalists, pragmatic ex-Tories, sheer 
opportunists and assorted oafs who have 
also gathered under the leftist banner of 
‘democratic nationalism”. 

The purpose which unites this group is 
to undermine the authority of the very 
people who provided this party with its 
granite foundation of hard-line British 
Nationalism. This is proved by the insinua- 
tions about Spearhead made in Beacon, and 
by the attack in the same sheet on hard- 
liners in the party leadership as a “‘tiny clique 
of power-hungry meglomaniacs” who are 
backed by the enemies of the NF. If the 
group responsible for this campaign has its 
way the National Front will undoubtedly 
move to the Left, for the simple reason that 
leadership of this group will not fall to the 
ideologically unprincipled or to ambitious 
buffoons advocating ‘populism’; it will fall 
to those on the intellectual Left with an 
opposing ideology. 


RACIAL NATIONALISM 


The National Front did not come into 
existence to proclaim ‘‘National Syndi- 
calism” or any other nationalised version of 


Marxism. It was founded to proclaim Racial. 


Nationalism, and it is in that cause alone 
that we wish to radically politicise British 
workers. Our principal enemy is not some 
amorphous, left-wing bogey called “mono- 
poly capitalism” culled from a Marxist- 
Leninist phrasebook. Nor is it “fascism” or 
“the ruling class”. Its enemies are 1) Inter- 
national Finance, the parasite that feeds on 
nations and on free-enterprise industrial capi- 
talism by the process of debt creation, and 
which is predominantly Zionist in composi- 
tion and Zionist in its global aims. 2) Marx- 
ism, a conspiracy fostered by the former, 
behind whose jargon about ‘workers’ control’ 
lies nothing but slavery for workers and 
everyone else. It is up to the National Front 


SALVATION 


Let’s have a ‘Coalition’, the politicians’ dream, 


Though this may be a hotch-potch of the same old theme, 
Now things have come to such a pass it’s exactly what we need 
And it is not for us to ponder, but only to accede. 


Rest assured, the media will raise its voice in praise, 

As the selflessness of Westminster parades before our gaze; 
The liege-men of the press will confer the accolade 
And we, though once of little faith, may now rest unafraid. 
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to resist every germ of this world poison: its 
spirit, its ideas, its objectives and its sterile, 
hypnotic jargon. The disease is highly conta- 
gious, and once it has entered the body it 
can be fatal. 

In combatting the first of these evils, 
the National Front is committed to root and 
branch economic reform — and this brings 
us to the nature of our radicalism. Those 
who have waged the struggle of the NF for 
many years do not need to be lectured on 
revolutionary principles by a late convert 
from the Monday Club. Our movement has 
always been radical, but some definition 
here is clearly in order. 

We offer an alternative to Marxist 
materialism, and therefore our ultimate 
objective is not merely the creation of a 
new economic system, least of all a left- 
wing co-operative. The defeat of our enemies 
through fundamental economic change is 
something which serves a still higher purpose, 
and here lies the essence of our radicalism. 
In a world slowly rotting from the cancer of 
communism and liberalism we are offering 
the antidote of a completely new world out- 
look. It is rooted in the revolutionary con- 
cept of Race and the aristocratic principle in 
Nature; it challenges equalitarianism with 
elitism, and it unites all classes in the task of 
political, cultural and spiritual regeneration 
of the whole British nation. It is a summons 
to greatness again, and ultimately to a higher 
civilisation and a higher type of man. As John 
Tyndall expresses it in Six Principles of 
British Nationalism, it is “our will to live as 
befits a great race’. Those economics Jiterati 
and parlour Bolshevists who wish merely to 
tinker with utopian socialism had better 
carry the Red Flag somewhere else. 


Stop Press 


Subsequent to the writing and type- 
setting of Richard Verrall’s article on page 
6, the National Front Directorate has called 
for the resignation of Mr. Richard Lawson 
as Editor of Britain First on the grounds 
that he has used that paper as a platform 
for leftist views and as a means of factional 
propaganda. 

We have nevertheless decided to print 
Mr. Verrall’s article as a warning of the 
tendencies that were developing in the party 
which led to this decision. 


In this time of ‘crisis’ let there be no dissenting voice, 


So let us all in unison with heart and mind rejoice 
That our ‘chosen representatives’ have been so ably trained. 
How else were we to reach the goal so long ago ordained? 


‘United’ let us conquer all the ills we now endure, 

And in the ‘national interest’ make ready for the cure; 
That in the Halls of History our name be carved with pride 
As the biggest load of suckers ever taken for a ride. 


NEIL FARNELL (TGWU) 


UNEMPLOYMENT OR 
NATIONALISM 


RADICAL measures are urgently needed to 
reverse the rising tide of unemployment — 
which is now one in twenty and swelling 
daily towards the two-million mark. The 
Establishment parties’ failure, not only to 
deal with the present crisis but to eliminate 
large-scale unemployment altogether, is a 
devastating indictment of the fundamental 
impotence of their policies. The right to work 
is a basic human right and the National Front 
will not stand idly by while well over a mil- 
lion British workers suffer the hardship of 
unemployment and the humiliation of the 
dole queue. 

Patriotic trade unionists must use every 
opportunity to demand that their union 
leaders pressure the Government to drop its 
new propagandist “industrial strategy” and 
adopt real alternative autarchical policies — 
before the situation gets any worse. These 
policies must include ‘pulling out of the 
E.E.C.; wide-ranging import controls; and 
the redirecting of overseas investment back 
into British industry. And of course, the 
most radical Nationalist policy of all: ending 
the bondage of our country to International 
Finance. 

Regrettable as the present crisis is, it is 
our chance to put these alternative policies 
to the broad mass of our fellow workers, to 
agitate for Nationalist solutions and to 
demonstrate clearly that only a Nationalist 
government could, and would, eradicate 
unemployment for all time. 


MULTINATIONAL PARASITES 


ABOUT 3,000 firms are now operating in 
Britain which are controlled by foreign com- 
panies. At the end of 1971 their net assets 
amounted to £3,800 million (excluding oil, 
insurance and banking). The assets of foreign 
oil companies in the UK amounted to a 
further £1,700 million. 

According to the most recent survey 
carried out by the Department of Industry, 
the proportion of British manufacturing 
industry’s net assets controlled from abroad 
in 1970 was 16 per-cent, and had been rising 
at more than half a percentage point each 
year. If this trend continues, the stake of 
foreign multinationals will reach one fifth 
before 1980. 

The power of these foreign multi- 
nationals is alarming: the capacity for sub- 
stantial tax avoidance; the power to fix 
internal transfer prices at which goods are 
exchanged between subsidiaries; the power 
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to affect a country’s exports by allocation 
of markets; the power to locate and pull-out 
investment at short notice; the power to 
affect the balance of payments and jobs and 
therefore influence a country’s politics. 
About a million workers are already 
employed by foreign multinationals in 
British manufacturing. This is a scandalous 
and dangerous situation, and a result of 
internationalist economics gone mad. A 


‘situation which must not continue in the 


future Nationalist Britain. 


FOCUS ON A COMMUNIST FRONT 
EVER wondered what the World Federation 


of Trade Unions is? Let Vic Feather, former 


Gen. Sec. of the TUC, tell you. Contributing 
to the foreword of a pamphlet entitled The 
Truth About the World Federation of Trade 
Unions, Mr. Feather stated, “‘The World 


Federation of Trade Unions is a sham organ- 


isation which exists only because the Soviet 
Union says it must. Nobody respects it and 
nobody wants it, least of all the workers 
living within the Soviet empire who gain no 
benefit from it and see it clearly as a fraud- 
ulent device. 


“The bogus WFTU follows the path, 


plotted for it by the handful of Soviet 
leaders who maintain a grip on the workers 
of the Soviet and its satellites, by denying 
them even elementary rights, and using 
imprisonment, slave labour camps, and even 
murder when they think fit. 

“It is important,” Vic Feather stresses 
in his conclusion, “that workers everywhere 
should know the truth”. 


COMMUNIST PRESSURE 


A RECENT meeting of the Communist 
Party’s ‘race relations’ department ‘‘wel- 
comed” the TUC’s decision to establish a 
preposterous ‘Equal Rights’ Committee. 
Preposterous, because it is impossible to 
eliminate a trade unionist’s natural patriotic 
dislike of foreign immigrants; and because 
the same Committee preposes to deal with 
women’s employment problems — thus 
having the effrontery to put British women 
on a level with blacks! 

The Communists, who have been pres- 
sing hard for this Committee for some time, 
also decided to bring all possible pressure to 
bear on “‘MPs and the Home Secretary” for a 
toughening up of the already draconian 
White Paper on racial discrimination. What 
apparently needles the Communists is the 
fact that the proposals in the White Paper 


don’t make written racial realist and patriotic 
material illegal (guess which journals they’ve 
got in mind!), 

Isn’t it about time that the Government 
took a long look at something that’s really 
dangerous to our society — Communist 
subversion — with a view to making that 
illegal? 


PUT BRITISH GOODS FIRST 


THE TUC has at long last decided to try to 
influence the Government to impose import 
controls, albeit ‘selective’ ones. The National 
Front and the more realistic trade unions 
have been calling for real controls for years. 
Years in which once great industries have 
been crippled and thousands of skilled 
workers have been thrown on the dole 
through the unnecessary flood of forzign- 
manufactured commodities. It has taken the 
worst economic crisis since the thirties to 
bring the TUC to its senses on this issue, but 
now that it hasit must go further and demand 
the gradual run down of that harmful system 
known as international free trade. To hell 


‘with what the monopoly-controlled press 


shrieks: let’s make our own manufactured 
goods, keep our own workers employed 
and be allowed to buy quality wares once 
again. Let’s buy Britishin everything possible. 


BETRAYAL OF THE BRITISH 
WORKER 


“MOST of the leading pioneers who repre- 
sented genuine working class interests would 
certainly turn in their graves were they to 
see what interests ‘socialism’ in this country 
now serves. Bob Blatchford, for example, 
who used the slogan “Britain for the British”’, 
would be hard put, were he alive today, to 
believe that the Labour Party is utterly dedi- 
cated to transforming Britain into a multi- 
racial society and to that end has allowed 
the biggest alien invasion of these shores that 
has ever been known. Likewise would the 
old pioneers be appalled at the fact that 
Labour is now the pawn of huge financial 


interests which would willingly sacrifice the 


working man in pursuit of their aim of (fin- 
ancial) global domination. One of the great 
tragedies of our time is that millions of 
ordinary working folk in Britain still have an 
image of the Labour Party which corresponds 
to that of the early socialist beginnings rather 
than to modern reality.” 


Extract from the National Front’s new 
industrial policy booklet: BEYOND CAPI- 
TALISM & SOCIALISM. 
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D. R. BRAMWELL 


The White Man's 
White Paper on 
Racial Discrimination 


With acknowledgements to the London Anti-Immigration Standing Committee, 


100 Philbeach Gardens, London S.W.5. 


THE CLEAR INTENTION and effect of the 
legislation proposed in the Government’s 
latest White Paper entitled Racial Discrim- 
ination will be to enable any person to dis- 
criminate, no matter how unjustly, in favour 
of any coloured person or group to the detri- 
ment of the white population. 

In a document which is frequently self- 
contradictory throughout, it is not unusual 
to find contradictions within given para- 
graphs. Much is deliberately confused in its 
determination to confer powers far beyond 
those which law can ever achieve. It is as if 
the Government had set out to produce a 
document intentionally designed to under- 
line its failure and helplessness. 

Confessing that there is not a vestige 
of firm evidence to support its contention 
that a cycle of deprivation exists within the 
coloured population, the Paper goes on to 
aver that it is going to stop it before it is 
too late. : 

Conceding that no country importing 
large racial minorities into an urban environ- 
ment has ever succeeded in solving the 
problems thus created, the pamphlet attempts 
in Para 13 to attribute this to a general psy- 
chological malaise mysteriously afflicting 
“all modern industrial society”. It seems 
unable to grasp that countries which have 
not had the import do not have the disease. 

Greatly extending the grounds upon 
which a prosecution for racial discrimination 
may be launched in, for example, employ- 
ment, it has been made incumbent upon the 
employer to demonstrate that any qualifica- 
tion of education or skill would not factually 
— whatever the intent — operate to the immi- 
grant’s disadvantage, even though such quali- 
fication has always in the past been incum- 
bent upon the white applicant, and whilst it 
may be possible for an employer to plead 
exemption under Para. 89, the onus of proof 
is firmly on the defendant. It is precisely 
because, under Para. 62, the ‘“‘quota” (racial 
balance) clause of the old Act will be re- 
moved, except where it operates in favour of 
minority groups, that it will be particularly 
difficult for an employer to prove his inno- 
cence. In deleting the pro rata percentage 
equipment of coloured employment, it is 
made clear that this is done in order to force 
the promotion of coloured people to posi- 
tions they would not otherwise occupy, and 
to provide a massive training programme — 
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not available to the white population — in 
order so to enable them. 

In the case of our more literate jour- 
nals, it is necessary for a journalist to have a 
command of the English language above the 
national average. All but a tiny minority of 
coloureds, as the White Paper makes clear, 
are below the national average in any form 
of English usage, and Para. 55 points out that 
it will be incumbent upon the employer to 
satisfy the Courts that their publication 
would suffer ifit were written less well. They 
will have difficulty; papers heavily larded 
with nude photographs, with fractured cap- 
tions in bad journalese are commercially far 
more viable than any of the “heavies”. At 
any previous time in history, the public 
interest would have modified the Corrupt 
Practices Act’s insistence that a Limited 
Company is in business to make a profit, and 
for no other purpose whatsoever. If now 
public interest deems that the “need” to 
provide jobs for blacks transcends all others, 
even this faint protection for journals like the 
Daily Telegraph will be gone. 

More ludicrously still, it will become 
illegal to discriminate in advertisement or 
interview on the grounds of dress. The Paper 
cites specifically a sari or a turban. Should 
Government policy on dispersal prove suc- 
cessful, I invite you to consider the fascina- 
ting results which would ensue from running 
farm machinery in saris and turbans. Not 
only that, there is a Catch 22 situation here. 
Such garments may well contravene the Fac- 
tories Acts Safety Regulations, and in the 
case of turbans and saris, almost certainly 
would. 

The British Medical Association may 
argue that to understand what your patient 
in pain, shock and stress is saying is essential 
to their profession; many Indian doctors 
contend that it is not, and the onus of proof 
is firmly on the B.M.A., for the prima facie 
requirement for application to Court is 
clearly within this Paragraph. 

Para. 57 points out that “if the prin- 
ciple of non-discrimination is taken too 
literally and inflexibly”’ it will impede the 
reverse discrimination considered necessary 
to produce a proportion of supervisory and 
managerial coloured workers which will 
satisfy the semi-mystical concepts of the Race 
Relations Commission, a new government 
agency under consideration. It therefore 


makes special provision for training courses 
for “qualified coloured immigrant workers”’ 
in order to make the “equal” become just a 
little more so. 

Para. 76 enables a vast range of over- 
seas and indigenous employers to discriminate 
in favour of blacks, and in case the white 
worker should not even now be convinced of 
his inferior status, Para. 35 again exempts 
discrimination where it is in favour of the 
coloured immigrant. Thus where, (para. 9) 
“Young Asians have a lower unemployment 
rate than the average”, discrimination to 
redress the balance in favour of the white 
youth would be unlawful; whilst Para. 66, 
on education, contains an ethnic exemp- 
tion clause so vaguely and largely worded 
that it could be used to exempt any group or 
individual. 

Para. 79 assists Charities to benefit 
coloured people by allowing them to favour 
ethnic or national origins; a provision will be 
inserted that prevents a charity designed to 
assist white people as such. Thus, it will be 
perfectly legal to start a black orphan’s 
hostel, but illegal for Dr. Barnado’s Homes 
to try to balance the overwhelming prepon- 
derance of black children now in need of 
care. An organisation set up to assist white 
Rhodesians or South Africans to return to 
this country in the not unlikely event of a 
racial war on the sub-continent would be 
null and void unless it included the whole of 
the black population of those countries. 

The much publicised Para. 72 makes it 
illegal for clubs to discriminate racially. The 
reader will not be surprised to learn that 
Para. 73 makes an exception to enable bona 
fide social, welfare, political and sporting 
organisations whose main object is to confer 
benefits on a particular ethnic or national 
group” to continue to do so. Truly, some are 
more equal than others. 

Para. 60 obliges a Licencing body to 
refuse to grant or renew a licence to any 
publican in the country if he, or any of his- 
barmen, have practised discrimination, not 
only in the course of his trade, but in any. 
profession or trade. One wonders how many 
publicans have refused to serve black bereted, 
dark-glassed Irishmen, or Black Power 
regalia’d negroes, not to mention known 
black muggers, whose very presence could 
only lead to violence. 

Government has found it necessary to 
assure us that forcible integration “will not 
apply to personal and intimate relationship”, 
but continues “the legislation may need to 
be modified in the light of experience”. Some 
indication of what this may mean is contained 
in Para. 71, which withdraws the permission 
granted in the 1968 Act to discriminate as 
regards sharing a sleeping compartment. Since 
the Paper emphasises that in all respects the 
Act will be allied to and draw its legal prece- 
dents from the Sex Discrimination Act, the 
mind boggles at what Government may have 
in view. 

As regards the composition of the 
Courts, two Assessors will be appointed 


directly by the Home Secretary for each 
relevant Court sitting, and Para. 96 infers 
that they will be people known to be favour- 
able to the Race Relations Industry and 
Cause, while under Para. 98, Government 
assistance will be lavishly available to the 
plaintiffs, none at all apparently to the 
defendants. 

The proposed Race Relations Com- 
mission will have powers even more unusual 
than its composition. The coloured minorities 
are to be substantially represented on a 
Board of only fourteen people. As the Gov- 
ernment claims that the percentage of col- 
oureds in the population is under 3, it can be 
seen that one only on the Board amounts to 
over-representation of the coloured peoples, 
and under representation of the whites. The 
role of the Commission will be to assist and 
represent individual plaintiffs (not defen- 
dants), supply legal aid where necessary, 
conduct formal investigations into any organ- 


RACE RIOT IN 
COUNTRY TOWN 


NATIONAL PRESS 
COVER UP 


A RACE RIOT involving 130 youths broke 
out in Trowbridge, Wiltshire, on November 
8th. Two policemen were injured and there 
were 10 arrests. 

While riots on this scale are not re- 
markable in Britain’s larger cities known for 
their substantial immigrant populations, 
they are certainly big news in a quiet West 
Country town like Trowbridge (pop. 20,000). 
Nevertheless, there was scarcely a mention 
of this incident in the national press and 
none at all, so far as we know, on television 
news. We only heard about the affair by 
receiving a local press cutting from one of 
our members in the area. 

Apparently the riot was a really nasty 
affair and too much for the available local 
police; extra forces had to be brought in 
from nearby Melksham and Chippenham. 
Truncheons and dogs had to be used to 
break things up. 

Apparently the brawl was the cul- 
mination of several weeks of mounting 
racial friction in the town. 

Once again we have proof of the 
abysmal failure of the racial integrators — 
carefully hushed up by the mass media, 
presumably on orders ‘from above’. It is 
only in journals like Spearhead that these 
events are made known to the remainder 
of the nation. 

The people of Britain have a right to 
know when racial violence of this macni- 
tude breaks out in one of the generally 
more placid areas of the country. If this 
is what happens in Trowbridge, what can it 
be like in London, Birmingham, Liverpool 
and Bradford? There are people in high 
places who no doubt hope we will never 
know. 


isation or individual, in the course of which 
it will be able to command written evidence, 
verbal information, and the production of 
documents, as well as the power to subpoena 
witnesses on Court Orders. It will also “en- 
courage compliance with the spirit as well as 
the letter of the law’. I know of no demo- 
cracy where Government’s investigatory 
powers would probe the spirit of an action, 
and excoriate in words precise legal defini- 
tion. 

In other words, the Government has 
quietly adopted the American Senate 
Investigation Committee, without the pro- 
tection that the American Constitution 
affords to those ‘accused’, and, with the 
added power to issue its own injunctions— 
prosecutor, judge, jury and executive in one! 
Not merely is it inquisitorial, it is an Inquisi- 
tion of non-elected individuals drawn from 
people totally committed to one side of the 


argument, for a given task, by a political 


master, expressly instructed to avoid precise 
legality where it conflicts with the aims of 
the Home Secretary. Like the Inquisition 
itself, it is in permanent session, since ‘sin’, 
is always with us. 

Indeed, under Para. 120, ‘“‘The Com- 
mission’s role will not be confined to the 
promotion of equal opportunity and elim- 
ination of racial discrimination in the 
narrow legal sense”. Government longing to 
be free from the irritating constraints of 
narrow legality has its own sense of deja-vu. 

Para. 127 may be unique among White 
Papers in that it condemns perfectly legal 
behaviour as false and evil. This heresy- 
sniffing denunciation is applied to the pub- 
lication of “facts whether true or false which 


may encourage racial prejudice or discrim- 


ination”. (No doubt the three months sus- 
‘pended sentence for a black man who raped 


two white women, and the three months 
prison sentence imposed on a white youth 
who used insulting language to a Pakistani, 
reflect the Government’s concept of what is 
‘evil’ in race relations). 

Although regretting the ‘apparently 
rational and moderate style” of current dis- 
cussion on racial differences, the Paper con- 
cludes that it is not justifiable to penalise the 
dissemination of such ideas. Darlington, 
Baker, Jensen, Eynsenck, Shockley and any 
other anthropologists whose views are at 
variance with the currently fashionable 
school of “social anthropology” may breathe 
again — for the moment; the Paper adds that 
the Government is not at this stage putting 
forward legislation to forbid such discussion 
... Stop laughing, Orwell! 

Gone for ever the assumed loyalties, 
obligations; our legal, ethnic and cultural 
heritage. In the brief span of historical time 
since the British Nationalities Act 1948, 
those who have opposed all that has flowed 
from the opening of the floodgates of Asia, 
Africa and the Caribbean are now virtually 
outlawed, in particular for having been 
shown to have been right. To induct into 
what is, and was then, a desperately sick and 
exhausted country, an unknown number of 
millions of coloured immigrants was the 
least kind form of euthanasia. 

With this Act, the English become an 
oppressed race within their own land. All 
that has been achieved is that we have ad- 
vanced from 1948 to 1984 in only 27 years. 
I am surprised it took so long. 
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SIR: As an ardent supporter of British 
Nationalism for the past twelve years, may I 
state that without strong leadership the 
National Front can rule out any hope of 
eventually becoming the government of this 
country, and anyone who thinks otherwise 
must be dwelling in an equalitarian dream- 
world. Naturally, I am referring to a demo- 
cratically acceptable type of leadership as 
opposed to the rigid dictatorial kind. 

I therefore trust that all fellow nation- 
alists will come to accept this as a fact of 
political life, resist the temptation to indulge 
in personal vendettas, and whole-heartedly 
unite to activate the progression towards 
the national resurgence so vital to our 
country. 

Don’t give our opponents any cause 
for merriment. 

J. PARFETT, 
Boreham Wood, Herts. 


SIR: Having had the privilege of corre- 
sponding with Mr. Tyndall when he was 
Chairman of the NF Directorate, | felt I 
must write and say how nauseated I was 
when I received the November issues of 
Britain First last Friday and of Spearhead 
today and read of the attacks made on 
him and his supporters by several members 
of the Directorate. 

I was also saddened by Mr. Read’s 
ambiguous letter to the Editor of Britain 
First, the more so as, in a letter to me of the 
17th February last, he said, referring to 
Mr. Tyndall, “I am glad to say (he is) a per- 
sonal friend of mine and one for whom | 
have the highest regard and admiration”. 

I am writing an appropriate letter to 
him today. 

I found Mr. Tyndall’s r plies to be 
dignified, well-founded and conciliatory — 
in a word, statesmanlike, and I zan only say 
to him and his friends to carry on the good 
work they started so that this present ripple 
of differences will soon disappear in the 
flowing tide of NF expansion. 

Leadership, or authority, whatever it is 
called, is necessary in the successful promo- 
tion of any enterprise, be it commercial, 
political or charitable. Committee rule has 
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its virtues, too, but can often get bogged 
down in trivial discussion when rapid and 


‘clear-cut decisions are needed. I have dis- 


covered this personally in nearly 40 years of 
business and military experience. 

It is regrettable that Mr. Tyndall’s 
adversaries — among whom it seems the pre- 


‘sent Chairman must be included — have 
chosen to bring these internal differences to 
the notice of his, and their, political 


opponents. 

I hope to hear soon that the breach 
has been healed and that those who tried to 
divide the NF have left it. 

With all good wishes and kindest 
regards. 

F. E. YOUNG, 
Lausanne, Switzerland. 


SIR: For many years I was an ardent Labour 
voter, and for some time I was a paid-up 
member of the Labour Party. It seems silly 
now, but they really had me steamed up 
over the genuine cases of social hardship and 
the trivial gimmicks such as the expense- 
account business lunches. I was persuaded 
that the Tories would perpetuate all these 
evils, and that only Labour would abolish 
them. How could I have imagined that their 
method of effecting social change would be 
to flood the country with millions of for- 
eigners, and then to bestow on them superior 
rights over the British-born Anglo-Saxons? 


- Sir — In reply to your 


LETTER OF THE MONTH 


Spearhead publishes the best letter to the press on National Front policy every 
month. Send your cutting to us not later than the 15th of the previous month. 
You could win a £1 Nationalist Books voucher. This month’s winner (below) was 
published in the Wi/ts & Gloucestershire Standard. 

ones tor that matter, into 


There was never anything in their manifestos 
about this! 

The Tories were strong on the issue of 
‘aw-and-order? — perhaps they reckoned, 
that race riots would divert the voter’s 
attention from terrorists’ bombs and 
football hooligans. How was I to guess that 
they would rig a referendum on the E.E.C., 
after the event of joining — and then arrange 
for over ten times as much money to be 
spent by the pro-marketeers as was available 
to the anti-market campaign — the latter 
being headed by an establishment stooge? 

In mitigation I can only plead that I 
had never heard of the National Front, so I 
was guilty but not quite insane. Never 
having been informed of the real reasons for 
the political, economic and social difficul- 
ties of this country, how was I to know that 
both major parties were hoodwinking their 
supporters? I hope you will forgive me, but 
I share to a small extent responsibility for 
the atrocities being inflicted on our coun- 
try by the politicians now in Parliament, 
through my previous support of them. 

If there is more joy in heaven over 
one sinner that repenteth, there must be a 
host of angels cheering and waving their 
halos at the vast numbers of reformed 
political delinquents being recruited to 
the National Front. 

RAY CLARKSON, 
Chairman, Harrogate Branch. 


tine where crime is com- 


correspondent Clifford K. 
Meade in relation to my 
previous letter on recent 


Spanish executions, 
should like to int out 
that I was mainly con- 


cerned in exploring the 
reasons why such an out- 
cry from leftist circles 
was fortrcoming on this 
issue. 
No doubt Mr. Meade is 
more concerned with 
what kind ot punishment 
terrorists receive than 
what lies -behind such 
acts. Those who go to 
such lengths to achieve 
their ends must be met 
with strong and resolute 
actions, otherwise democ- 
racy aS we know it will 
finish. If miunority ter- 
rorist groups are allowed 
to believe that once they 
arec aught, only a lite 
sentence which could 
mean just a tew years in 
jJau, is all they will re- 
ceive, then this is_cer- 
tainly no deterrent. What 
we all have to decide 1s 
this. Are we to be bullied 


by thugs of any ne 


group, or even mi 


giving way to demands 
py tnose who are only 
concerned with ernslaving 
us all? 

Many of these groups 
are only “used” ior an 
evil purpose, ‘he alms of 
the Communist hierarchy 
is worid domunauon, and 
no-one must Make any 
mistake avout that. I tor 
one will never remain 
gsuent and see this great 
nation of ours be taken 
over by Marxist traitors. 


it is not only Spain that 
these internacional tyrants 
nave tneir eyes on, but 
pritain as well. 


“Your correspondent 
goes to great lengtn, and 
ulentions a coupe of 1n- 
ciaents when moderation 
Mas proved a succe: > BUL 


such acthon aoes not 
always prove correct. 
nmvery issue must. of 


course be taken on a 
separate basis, and auth- 
ority must act accoraing- 
iy. However, a _ general 
sott une is not tie an- 
swer, as there is tar too 
much evidence these days 
Or We resuits or tne soit 


‘Cheltenham. 


mitted. . 
I should like io clase 
with a reminder that 


those forces which are 
consycned only with de- 
stroyang everything we in 
britain cherisn, wul never 
be beaten with a sort line. 


Perhaps your correspon- 
dent has never heard of 
the large number ot ‘town 
Halls tnat have banned 
public meetings 
neid by the i 
Front. Many of these bans 
have arisen only out of 
jert-wing threats to, break 
up such lawtul meetings. 
it authority is going to 
continue to give way to 
lertist pressure, then only 
a defeat can be the_out- 
come for democracy. How- 
ever, the National Front 
wili continue to march 
torward with the Union 
Jack to the fore, and 
while such patriots re- 
main then the red flag 
will never fly over Bri, 


tain. 
R. Rhodes, 
6 Rowanfield Road, 


A HISTORY OF MR. READ’S 


BIG GAMBLE 
Contd. from page 7 


of Mr. Tyndall would have to be put on the 
expulsion list. In particular, a fresh ‘charge’ 
was cooked up against me and communicated 
to me two days before the Tribunal by 
telegram! 

The cynicism of Mr. Read, and the 

subversion of Mr. Brown became even more 
clear as a result of information which came 
to us from NF members Mrs. Sandra Mc- 
Kenzie and her daughter Susan — both of 
whom, until recently, were ardent supporters 
of Mr. Read. Mrs. and Miss McKenzie 
advised us of the following:— 
1. The alleged furore over the so-called 
“illegal occupation” of Head Office on 4th 
October was entirely manufactured. The 
protests had been organised as a result of 
plans laid at a secret meeting (called under 
the guise of a “birthday party”) which had 
been called by Mr. Gordon Brown. The 
meeting was held on 23rd October in a 
private room of The Cherry Orchard public 
house, Croydon. Mr. Dennis McLeavey, the 
Chairman, in opening the meeting, declared: 
“This is a secret meeting. If there are any of 
our friends here who feel that they are not 
good at keeping secrets, would they please 
leave now!” 

After this, the meeting set about 
laying plans to undermine the standing of 
Mr. Tyndall, and it was agreed, as a result of 
a proposal put to the meeting by Mr. Denis 
Pirie (Editor of the anti-NF smear sheet 
Beacon) and Stephen Brady, that those 
present should encourage Organisers who 
were known to be hostile to Mr. Tyndall to 
send in letters of complaint to Mr. Read con- 
cerning the ‘“‘illegal occupation” of 4th 
October. Such orchestrated complaints, it 
was felt, would enable Mr. Read to claim 


Two-month issue 


This issue of Spearhead is a two- 
month issue. This is due to the Editor’s 
time being greatly occupied with legal pro- 
ceedings in connection with the National 
Front, and it therefore being impossible to 
bring the issue out at the beginning of 
December as we would normally wish. 

The next issue will appear at the 
beginning of February. Please take note of 
this announcement and do not write to us 
in January asking us why you have not re- 
ceived your copy. Replying to such letters 
is time-consuming for our staff and a drain 
on our postal budget. 

Subscriptions, which run by issue 
numbers rather than dates, will not be 
affected. Every subscriber will receive the 
number of issues for which he or she has 
paid. 


that emergency disciplinary action needed to 
be taken against Mr. T:'ndall. 

2. Mrs. and Miss McKenzie also reported 
that on Tuesday, 11th November they jour- 
neyed with Mr. Read on an underground 
train after a meeting at Hornsey, North Lon- 
don, at which Mr. Read had been main 
speaker. They asked Mr. Read about the sus- 
pensions of the ten Directorate members, 
and he, believing them to be his unquestion- 
ing supporters declared: 

“Tyndall and Webster will be expelled. 
Williams and May will be suspended from 
the party and removed from the Directorate. 
We will let off the others who we have tem- 
porarily suspended pending the Tribunal.” 

Young Susan McKenzie was staggered 
by this statement and said: “‘Mr. Read, does 
this mean that it has already been decided 
who is guilty and what punishment they are 
going to get even before the Tribunal has 
heard the case?” Mr. Read replied: “The 
evidence is overwhelming. Guilty verdicts are 
inevitable.” 


COURT 
RE-INSTATES: 


MEMBERS OF 
DIREGTORATE 


On December 20th a High Court Judge, 
Mr. Justice Goulding, formally re-instated 
onto the National Directorate of the National 
Front seven members who had been ‘ex- 
pelled’ or ‘suspended’ by Mr. Kingsley 
Read’s faction, namely Andrew Fountaine, 
Martin Webster, Andrew Brons,John Tyndall, 
Robin May, Peter Williams and Blaise 
Wyndham. 

The re-instatement came as a result of 
an injunction passed against Mr. Read 
and his faction by the Court on behalf of 
the ‘expelled’ and ‘suspended’ persons, 
who were acting as plaintiffs in a civil 
action. 

The Judge committed the case to trial 
with a comment that it represented a “very 
strong prima facie case against the defen- 
dants for having violated the Constitution of 
the party”. Mr. Read, said the Judge, “took 
the law into his own hands” by suspending 
the plaintiffs after a Directorate decision 
had ruled to the contrary. Mr. Read and 
his associates had clearly usurped the Con- 
stitution of the party. 

The Judge ordered Mr. Read and his 
co-defendants to pay costs. 

Pending the hearing of the trial, the 
plaintiffs were awarded interlocutary relief 
by which their positions on the National 
Directorate were restored. 

The verdict of the Court represents a 
great victory for those pledged to uphold the 
Constitution of the NF and a massive defeat 
for those who have attempted to defy it. 


SPEARHEAD FUND 


SPEARHEAD is not at the moment 
able to be self-supporting; it needs 
voluntary contributions over and 
above income from sales and sub- 


POLITICAL CORRUPTION 


Such information was indicative that 
Mr. Read and his friends were not just 
bending the rules a little on the spur of the 
moment as a result of a set-back in a 
factional dispute, they were in our sub- 
mission engaged in a conspiracy to corrupt 
the constitution and party’s institutions so 
as to place their faction in a position of 
undisputed and dictatorial power over the 
Directorate and over the party. Having done 
this, they could then remove from the party 
true Nationalists and replace them with a 
motley of Populists, political opportunists 
and wage-seekers. 

If this is the kind of activity, and if 
those are the kind of leaders, which rank and 
file Nationatists believe our Nationalist 
movement was founded to promote, then 
God help the National Front. 

But I believe that the majority of NF 
members are true Nationalists who want to 
see true Nationalists in charge of their party, 
not a gang of corrupt and opportunistic 
Tory renegades who view the National Front 
as merely a vehicle for their own personal 
political careers and financial advancement. 


Change of NF HO. 


This is to notify all readers that 
the National Front is moving its 
Headquarters from 50 Pawsons Road 
to a larger building elsewhere in the 
London Area. The address will be 
announced in our next issue. Until it 
is announced, the NF can be con- 
tacted at a temporary address, which 
is 6 Theberton Street, London N.1 
(Tel: 01-226 7466). 


scriptions in order to meet running 
costs. 

Your help would be greatly 
appreciated. Please make out your 
postal orders or cheques to Spear- 
head, and send them to: P.O. Box 
279, Croydon CR9 2RQ, Surrey. 
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Since early 1975 the National Front in 
East London and Essex has been going from 
strength to strength. This has followed a 
stagnant period during 1972 and 1973, when 
the party declined in that region after having 
been very strong there is the late 1960s. 

One of the main reasons for the recent 
revival, according to local spokesmen, was 
the fact that 1974 was a year of elections. In 
the February General Election of that year 
the NF fought Newham South and Leyton 
constituencies, and following this it contested 
a by-election in the former constituency in 
which it gained 11% per-cent of the poll and 
beat the Tories. 

These campaigns did a lot to arouse 
enthusiasm among local members and to 
attract new support — so much so that in the 
October election later in the year the region 
contested no less than 6 seats. 

No-one can regard the results obtained 
in these 6 areas as anything but a great 
triumph for the NF. In Newham, where two 
seats were contested, the combined vote of 
the NF exceeded 5,000. The highest was 
2,715, obtained by John Newham (yes, 
Newham for Newham!) in Reg Prentice’s 
constituency of Newham North East. This 
excellent result must be compared with the 
derisory number of votes given by the elec- 
tors of the same constituency to the candi- 
date for the ‘Workers’ Revolutionary Party’, 
that well known East End girl, Vanessa 
Redgrave! 


REGIONAL COUNCIL 


The spirit of co-operation engendered 
among branches and groups during the 1974 
elections, and particularly during the October 
election campaign, provided the impetus for 
the establishment of the East London and 
Essex regional council, set up in April 1975 
under the chairmanship of Tony Martin, 
organiser of Loughton group and well known 
for his work with the NF film unit. Much of 
the credit for ensuring that the regional 
council works smoothly is due to John Cook, 
Regional Agent and Secretary. It is John 
who bears the heavy burden of regional 
administration and acts as the liaison man 
between the various branches and groups. 
At present there are five branches and six 
groups represented on the council. 


NEWHAM BRANCH 


After a period of internal troubles, the 
Newham branch committee has been re- 
structured around Mike Cowdery, the 
branch organiser. Already one can observe a 
marked revival of enthusiasm among local 
members. The election results obtained in 
Newham show the latent support for NF 
politices, and the Establishment is particu- 
larly concerned at the prospect of NF local 
councillors being elected in the near future. 
There is no doubt that the party has great 
prospects for growth in the borough. 
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REGIONAL ROUND-UP 


REPORT FROM EAST 
LONDON AND 


ESSEX N.F. 


WALTHAM FOREST BRANCH 


This branch is particularly fortunate 
in being led by Don South, branch Organiser 
and Maurice Newstead, branch Chairman, 
two of the hardest working, imaginative and 
inventive members in the region. As well as 
arranging regular and always well attended 
branch meetings, Don and Maurice have 
especially developed fund-raising activities — 
for example their market stall, which pro- 
duces a nice profit for branch funds. Don 
and Maurice additionally have pioneered the 
idea of a supporters’ association, whereby 
local people may become supporters of the 
branch for a small fee and receive the branch 
newsletter. It is of course hoped that, as a 
result of their attending branch meetings, 
they will subsequently become full members 
of the party. Many NF members and sup- 
porters from far and wide have also enjoyed 
the socials organised for the branch by John 
King. 


HAVERING BRANCH 


This branch suffered a setback earlier 
this year, when long-serving organiser Fred 
Woolford was forced to retire for health 
reasons. However, his replacement, Alf 
Harris, has quickly ensured that this did not 
lead to a disintegration of the branch. Alf 
has gathered together an enthusiastic team 
of activists who are now engaged in an exten- 
sive recruiting drive in the borough. The 
branch organised a motorcade during the 
anti-Common Market campaign earlier in the 


year. 


BARKING BRANCH 


Barking is the newest branch in the 
region and much of the credit for its advance 
from group to branch status is due to Organ- 
iser John Roberts, who has built on the 
foundations laid by the hard work of his 
predecessor Ray Reece. Besides the normal 
functions and activities organised by the 
branch committee, a notable feature of 
Barking branch is its well produced news- 
letter. 


TOWER HAMLETS BRANCH 


Under the leadership of Ken Austin, 
branch Organiser, this long established branch 
has been growing steadily. Regular branch 
meetings are held under the capable chair- 
manship of Mr. F. Berry, and some of the 
recent guest speakers have included Martin 
Webster, Andrew Fountaine and John Bean. 
Visitors from other areas are always amazed 
at the size of the collections taken at these 
meetings, which indicates the enthusiasm of 
the local members and their dedication to 
the cause. 

Also a wonderful active team led by 
the Matthews family helped to achieve a 
result of 2,172 votes (7.6 per-cent) in the 
General Election of October 1974. 


‘GROUPS 


Apart from the above named branches, 
there are now active groups established in 
Harlow, Redbridge, Loughton, Epping, 
Chelmsford and Southend. With the assis- 


TWO EAST 
LONDON 
STALWARTS 

Ron Tear (left) and 
John Cook (right) 


have played a major 
part in the develop- 
ment of the NF in 
East London since 
its inception. 


Sintebni 


Ian Newport (right) and Steve Dunsden sell 
Britain First in East Street, Barking, a regular 
pitch despite violent attacks from left-wing 
thugs. 


tance, encouragement guidance and example 
of existing branches, it is certain that these 
groups will quickly expand and progress to- 
wards branch status. One of the future tasks 
of the region must be the expansion of the 
NF into parts of Essex where groups have so 
far not been established. The regional council 
would be pleased to hear from any isolated 


EAST LONDON MEMBERS SELL PAPERS 


members who would like to help towards 
the formation of a local group. 


IN THE FRONTLINE 


As well as activities in East London 
and Essex, the region has distinguished itself 
in the part played by its members in national 
activities. Ron Tear of Redbridge, Richard 
Middleton of Chelmsford, Albert Chambers 
of Newham, Brian Callow of Southend, and 
Glen Matthews of Tower Hamlets are well 
known especially as stewards at such events. 
The Left certainly has a healthy respect for 
NF activists in East London. On one occasion 
the International Socialists and International 
Marxists combined in an attempt to prevent 
a branch meeting being held in Newham, 
occupying the hall prior to the start of the 
meeting. Quickly the NF activists, led by 
Ron Tear and John Cook, entered the hall 
and ejected the red rabble by use of the 
tried and trusted East London method of 
the boot and fist — and this despite being 
heavily outnumbered by the reds. After this 
ignominious rout the Left has never again 
dared to show its face at an NF meeting in 
the region. 


THE FUTURE 


A good foundation has been laid within 
the East London and Essex region for future 
development. The party possesses a hard 
core of dedicated members with a wealth of 
experience gained from years of struggle for 
the cause of British nationalism. They instil 
in the minds of newer recruits the very 
important principle that race is the basis of 
politics and that the NF must remain a 
racialist party. The leaders of the region 
strongly believe that there must be no com- 
promise and no dilution of the NF’s racial 
policies. 


Impressive 

NF ceremony 
on Day of 
Remembrance 


ABOUT 4,000 National Front members and 
other patriots marched through London on 
November 9th in the traditional Remem- 
brance Day march organised by the party. 

The march, led by a pipe band, began 
near Victoria and made its way up Victoria 
Street to the Cenotaph, where a moving 
ceremony was conducted. Wreaths were laid 
on the Cenotaph itself and a last post was 
sounded, as well as a bagpipe lament. The 
Rev. Brian Green gave a sermon and then 
led those present in hymn-singing. 

Respects were paid to the war dead of 
South Africa and Rhodesia — these being 
excluded in the official ceremony in the 
morning. 

The marchers then made their way 
through London’s West End to a site near 
the Albert Hall, where a meeting was held. 
On a platform strongly illuminated party 
speakers proclaimed the theme of betrayal 
of the war dead by the old party politicians. 
The speakers included Wing Commander 
P. Lewis-Witham and Squadron Leader J. 
Harrison-Broadley (both R.A.F., Ret.) and 
Kingsley Read and John Tyndall. The meet- 
ing was chaired by Martin Webster, whose 
stirring appeal for funds brought the magni- 
ficent collection of 

The meeting was unhappily marred by 
the activities of a tiny band of trouble- 
makers within the party who attempted to 
distribute unauthorised leaflets smearing 
certain NF leaders. On the instructions of 
Martin Webster these people were stopped 
from their activities by the stewards and 
immediately suspended pending disciplinary 
charges. It is understood, however, that no 
such charges have subsequently been brought. 

Notwithstanding this loathsome affront 
to the dignity of the occasion and the mem- 
ory of the British war dead, the meeting was 
an inspiring one and created great enthusiasm 
among those present, firing them with a fresh 
resolve to continue the fight for national 
rebirth during the coming year. 


WAR VETERAN LAYS WREATH 
Squadron Leader John Harrison Broadley, 
D.F.C., R.A.F. (Ret.) comes to attention 
after laying a party wreath on the Cenotaph. 
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THE IDEOLOGY 
OF ZIONISM 


HERE IS THE CORE of the philosophy of 
Dr. Jakob Klatzkin (1882-1948), a Zionist 
from Germany who can be counted among 
the most influential intellectual Zionists of 
the past forty years. 

This was written by him when the 
Jews of Germany were enjoying full civic 
and political rights in a democratic Germany, 
and at a time when they were free to inte- 
grate fully even while clinging to their Jewish 
religion. 

Dr.. Klatzkin’s ideology of Zionism is 

one and the same as that which today ani- 
mates Zionists throughout the world, includ- 
ing in Britain. 
“WE are not hyphenated Jews; we are Jews 
with no qualifications or reservations. We are 
simply aliens; we are a foreign people in your 
midst, and we emphasize, we wish to stay 
that way. 

“There is a wide gap between you and 
us, so wide that no bridge can be laid across. 
Your spirit is alien to us; your my ths, legends, 
habits, customs, traditions and national heri- 
tage, your religious and national shrines, 
your Sundays and holidays . . . They are all 
alien to us. The history of your triumphs 
and defeats, your war songs and battle 
hymns, your heroes and their mighty deeds, 
your national ambitions and aspirations, 
they are all alien to us. The boundaries of 
your lands cannot restrict our movements, 
and your border clashes are not of our con- 
cern. Far over and above the frontiers and 
boundaries of your land stands our Jewish 
unity . . . Whosoever calls the foreign land a 
Fatherland is a traitor to the Jewish people 

. Jewish heroes in foreign wars mean 
nothing to us. The Jewish people has no rea- 
son to decorate them with medals; they are 
not Jewish heroes . . . A loyal Jew can never 
be other than a Jewish patriot. 

“We recognize a national unity of 


Diaspora Jews, no matter in which land they 
may reside. Therefore, no boundaries can 
restrain us in pursuing our own Jewish policy 
.. . The Jewish religion is rich in “hedges” 
which keeps our community intact from 
foreign influences . . . In contrast to other 
religions, ours is not a collection of dogmas 
and tenets (Ideenlehre) but a Code of Laws 
(Gesetzeslehre), and thus by keeping and 
practising these laws we have demonstrated 
our right of self-determination, that is, being 
governed by our own laws in everyday life. 
We have lost our State, but not the Constitu- 
tion; we have kept and preserved the latter 
one as a “portable State’? which, in fact, 
enables us to enjoy a sort of national auto- 
nomy in the Diaspora. 

“The secret of a two thousand year 
old extra-territorial, Jewish reality is the 
secret of the Jewish religion .. . It kept us 
bound to one another in unity, segregated 
just for ourselves; even in dispersion it kept 
us as a nation within a nation; as a State 
within a State . . . We were never just a reli- 
gious community . . . A strong wall, erected 
by ourselves, separated us from the host- 
nation, and behind that wall, there existed 
the Jewish State in miniature . . . The gap is 
much too great between Israel and the other 
peoples. 

“Not the slightest feeling of belonging 
to German nationality can be found in the 
Jewish consciousness . . . We have even ju- 
daized their language, too; it is fittingly 
called ‘Yiddish’ . . . We can only live freely 
among people who have not yet reached 
their national maturity; therefore, we'll lose 
our overseas colonies when America reaches 
that stage, and its people will come out of 
the ‘Melting Pot’ as a national unity.” 


Quoted from “The Decadence of Judaism In 
Our Time”, by Moshe Menuhin. Published 
by Exposition Press Inc., New York, 1 965. 


PUBLIC MEETING: 


BACK ISSUES AVAILABLE 


We have a considerable number of 
back issues available at the moment dating 
back: to issue No. 79 (Sept/Oct. 1974). 
To clear these we are offering them at 
specially reduced prices. These are:— 


20—49 copies: 6p each 
50—99 copies: 5p each 
100—249 copies: 3p each 
250 copies and over 2p each 


These are real bargains. Order your 
copies now. Postage should be estimated 
on the basis of 2 oz. per copy. We cannot 
dispatch copies if money for postage is 
not sent. 

Orders to: P.O. Box 279, Croydor 
CR9 2RO, Surrey. 


FLAGS, ROSETTES, 
POLES ETC. 
SEND STAMP FOR LIST 


W. BROWN, 20 SUTTON WAY, 
HESTON, MIDDX, TW5S OJA 


K. S. Walker — Stockport South Branch 
Organiser wishes all his friends, supporters, 
members and officials of the above branch 
“1. VERY HAPPY CHRISTMAS” 
and a 
“PATRIOTIC AND PROSPEROUS 
NEW YEAR” 


Companion(s) wanted for holiday in 
Rhodesia late ‘76. 


Must be under thirty and NF members. 
Replies to:— 
Neil Farnell, Box 1965, c/o NFHQ. 


WANTED 


SPEARHEAD Nos.31 and 44 and back 
numbers prior to No.30. Twice face value 
paid for good clean copies. Offers to 
Box 84. 


FIGHT THE RACE BILL! 


CONWAY HALL 
RED LION SQUARE 
LONDON W.C.1 


SATURDAY, JANUARY 3ist — 3 p.m. 


ORGANISED BY 


THE NATIONAL FRONT 
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